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PREFACE

The resu,L, of this evaluation prove that children having trouble in sch
,./are, making a difference. Reading gains, mose conservatively repO

instruction.

A

A /

ols can be helped. Title l.programs in Oregon
ed, record one month gain per month,

But that is not good enough. It does not make up for the accumulated failures. .9 mic performance
one or.two years.below grade.level as found in' children eligible for Title I services. We Must try to do better. And.
this _improvement will require the combined efforts of !Gael funds and federal funds, dedicated teachers, parents,
school administrators, students and each-school's community.

.

The Results and Conclusions section of this report discuss positive and negative aspects re a,Iffby the Title I
evaluation 'clath. It recommends action in many areas at both the state and local levels. It should Ørbvide the basis for
corrective actions.

Many people throughoutOregon are responsible for the annual Title I evaluation. Their cooperation and assistance is
Ovaluable. However, special recognition is chie this year tta the state Title I -Evaluation Committee which has been
working since June 1975 .to improve the quality of 'data gathering and analysis. Good evaluation call Ided to better

lecisions. 'And bettec decisions can lead to programs which prclide more help to all students participatingin Title I.

3
5i

Mary Hall
Associate Superintendent
Special Prograin Assistenct-

Division



EVALUATOR'S NOT&

i
,_

I t must be recognized that an evaluation is compiled from a reporting by distEicts of

"what happened" in the Tee I project during the year. In sOme instances "what

happened" is not consistent with Title I regulations and policies. When these
inconsistencies are noted, the state Title I office moves to, correct the situation in the

most effective ways possible.

i This is a true 'Snd admirable use of the evaluation prodeis and is recomMended to be
.9- implemented at the district level as we I as the state level.

7:44:: 41
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BASIC INFORMATION'

N.,

-4

A. SChool Diitrict Participation in, Title I, Elernentery
and Secondary Edecation Act (ESEA) .

1. Participating School Disiripts.

In. 1974-75, 278 of the .339 school districts in
Oregon took 'part in Title I, ESEA funded efforts to
provide a concentration of resources for educationally
disadvantaged students. About ohe-sixth of the partici-
pating districts (45 out of 278) pooled theiLillocations
to form 11 cooperative projects. (See Chart 1.)

The 1Y 75 or 1974-75 school year was a landmark
year in the history of Title I,.ESEA. The original Public
Law 89-10, which included Title I and its amendments,
was recoRsidered by the congress. The original inten't
of the law supplemented by 9- years of performance

vitiate led to Public Law 93-380 which in essende
.` extended Title I for two years with some changes'.

Amendments to Public Law 93-380 provided for ,

and/or initiated a number of national Title I studies
and evaluations to colle t in-depth data on Title I for

. reconsideration by the 77 and future Congressional
, discussions of Title I, ESEA.

In Oregon FY ?5 Title I was affected by the
, changed Title I distribution formula. For the first tithe

t'he Title I allocation toOregon LEA's-rose to 13.7
million 'toilers, 4.3 million' dollars above the FY 74
funding levellof 9.4'million.

IA add itioin to -LEA allocations, .1.8 million
allocated to state agencies"for handicapped, neglec d

'and delinquent children and 1.9 thirlion dollars was
allocated for Title I Migrant childrenprograms making
4 grand total of 617,539,680 for-assistance to Title I
children in the State of Oregon,

as

LEA's FY 75

A $13,065,339
8 389498
C 333,883
Sub-total $13,788,320

STATE AGCNICI ES
Handicapped $1,392,165

.N&D I376,94
Corrections', 77424
Sukrotals A 115803

-4

FY 74

$ 8,651,140
652,371
112,591

$ 9,416,102

$ 1,316,465
299,126

77424
$ 1,693245

FY 73

$ 8,421,321
824,758
174,506

$ 9,420,585

$ L163,858
241,673
70427

$ 1,476,358

TOTAL $15,634,123 $11;109,347 $10,896,943

Per Child Allocations LEA's
1975 $200 13

1974 $1p1
1973 1156

011

,
Oregon was inclusion of , the, Orshansky or "Poor"
Index, in place of the previously used census count of
children from families -earning $2000 per year.or less.
Vse of the Orshansky Index increased the federar .
census count of Oregon children from 19,583 to
53,8,53 -"poor children." The funding level change
refers to the level of funding 'set by Congress. The per
child funding level has increased each year.

, iiNonparticipating School Districts.

Sixty.one Oregon schoor districts did not participate
in Title I projects dbring 1974-75: 9 hadno Title. I

.allocation; 50 did not apply tor their allocations; and 2
did not cdmplete negotiations for an approved project',
(See Chart 1.)--

The 9 districts with no Title I location were
located in areas where there aria no "for ula children."
This thrrnula determines maximum basic grants to loCal
schzol districts under Title 1, ESEA for a given fiscal'
Year; Xt is based on the number of children in low
income families that reside in each district, determined
by: (1) the number of children in institutions for the
neglecled ana, delinquent; (2) the number of ,children
in _foster homes; (3) the federal cenSu s. figures com-
puted on the Orshathky Indexa slidin basea on
a family of four earning $4,250
somewhat higher income fam
relation to the number of childr
(4) the number of children in f
or' more each year from Aid
dent Children (AFDC).

I n FY 73 nearly half of th
make use of their Title I funds
$500. In FY 74 and 75 nearly
pating districts were allocated
$5,000, and in some.instances up
number of nonparticipating dI
steadily from 11% of the 331 eli
of the 330 eligible districts in F
nonparti\cipat'ing districti 'in thr
cipating districts are found in eac
sampling strata however, 58 of
less than 499 average daily studen
districts. Data on the size of
eligible,. but nonparticipating
below.

year. Children in
es are counted rn

n in their families; and
milies receiving $2,000

o Families with Depen-

districts that tlid not
ere allocated less than
alf of' the non partici-
rom $2,0P0 to over
tb $30,000. Also, the.
tricts has increased
ible districts to 18%
75a 7% increase in
e years. Nonparti-

f the geographical
e 61 districts have

memb*ship in their
allocatiOn for these

istricts are presented

Size of Allocation

Less than $500 t
$500 $999
$1000 $1999
$2000 $4999
$5000 $10,000
$10400 $29,999

er $30,000

Total eligible, but non-
Formula and funding level 'changes were, in part, participating, districts:

Isponsible for the increased allocation. One change in Xercent of non-
&e formula contributing to the increased funding in ....:roarticipating distriCtsb

,

\`

9

Number of
Districts
FY 75

14
8
7

19
6
6

Number of Number of
Districts Districts

FY 74:: FY 73

5 17
11

11 7
15
17 6
- - -

61 53 48

18 16%. 11%



B. Types of Title I Projects is Oregon

During 1974-75, there w re 349 Title I projects in
Oregon, located' in 278 df Oregon's 339 school/
districts. These projects are classified as follows:

Title I: ESEA Projects in Oman by Tyne
py
72 .

.FY
73

FY
74

Regular Terni Projects 262 241 226
Summer Term Projects 132 84 88
Cooperative Projects
i'ear-round Projects

13

,..,projects in Institutions for
Neglected and Delinquent '414

Children Funded Through
Districts 19 16

TOTAL PROJECTS 394 344 343

FY
75

223
83
11

4

28

349

Bec4use summer. ,projects tend to be differeni from
regular school "yeaeprojects, regular and summer term'
slate are tabtilated separately in this report.

_Eleven of the 349 Title I projects are cooperative
efforts inVolving 45 local districts.(2 to 15 cooperating

. on a single project).,Gepgraphy, small _allocations,

and/or,similarity of educational needs prompt districts
to organize cooperative efforts.

The projects at institOtions for neglected and
delinquent children are ,considered .separately in this
report, because thejr 'objectives differ from most
regular and summer term projects in school districts.
The_ 28 projects at institutions for neglected and
delinquent children reflect 13 regular scliool year,
projects and 15 suhimer school projedts,

The Portland school district is considered separately
in this report, because it haS a large concentration of
funds 'and participants in a relatively small number qf
projects. The seven Title I projects in Portland drew
22% of. the Title I funds, 23% of the reguldi Jerm
participation in put schools, and 23% of the summer
term participation.

C. A Description of the Report Sample.

1. Characteristics of the Sample.

Data for this report was compiled an'd tabulated
from a stratified random sampling of the project data
completed by district project personnel and retUrned

CHART 1

lyrticipation of Oregon School Districts

in'Tttle I, ESEA, FY 1973, FY 1974 and FY 1975,

Participating School Districts
4.

Districts with one or more projects

Districts participating in cooperative projects*

Ilbnpartici patino School Districts

Districts with no altocatio

Districts that made.no application

Districts with uncOmpleied applications

TOTAL OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS

FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975.

231

- 57
288

224 233.

50 45
274 278.

11 - 8 .9

38 53 . -50/

2 4
51 65 6 1

339 339 339

*FY 1973-57 districts forriied'15 cooperative projgift.
1974-50 districts for cooperative fiiifects.

FY 197§-45 districts for 1 cooperative prOjec&:"7-1

10
-2-
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CHART 2

DISTRIBUTION OF OREGON TITLi I PROJECTS, Fb 1975

CROOK

HARNEY MAINEUI

7\

12



to the Oregon Department of Education...The sample is

setected from 12 stratified categories for ,Title I

. projects. These categories ah defined by two character-
istics: (1) the 'studerit population' within each district;
and (2) the geographic location of the district. The
sample has been stratified in order to: facilitate
analysis Of the data; note. tie trends relating to district
size and location; and peovide for a fair representation
of districts in the sample.

Student population figures are based oh the esti-
mated resident average daily meMberihip (DM4r) fr
each district. The Apfnr figures are Stratified into four
categories'r (1) 1 to 499 ADMr; (2) 500 to 999 ADMr,;,
(3) 1000 to 2999.ADMr and (4) 3000 and over ADMr.

Geographic Ipcations are. stratified intrthe four
cathories frackently . used in Oregon statistic,,
( 1) Eastern Oregotn; (2) Western Oregon (3) Metr4

- politan -areas; and (41 Portland. The division .between
Eastern and Western Oregon is the Cascade Mountain

."". Range. The metropolitan strata include schOol districts'
in ultnOmah, Washington , and Clackamas counties.

/The Portland stratuM allows for -the separation of the
/ state's largest iehool district (117 schools, 57,546
y ADMr) from the rest of the, rewt sampte. (See,Chart

2.)
Schocil districts participating in Titlenl are catego-

rized according to 'sample .stratification in Chart 4,
which !also shows the distribution of lummer and
regular term projects. The 28 Title I projectS In
institution's for neglected and delinquent children are
also representedin Chart 4.

A sample of 33 1/3% of- the 223 regular term
projects was selected from each of the stratifie,d

categories -in Chart 4 (excluding Portland). A sample of
50% 'of the 83 summer term projects was selected_ from 1

each stratified category in Chart 4 (excluding.....,

Portland).
The 33 1/3% and 50% sample sizes were selected,

because they guarantee at least 30 projects in each
term's sample, a number which could be used as a valid
statistical sample if desired. A larger percentage was
also.used for summer projects, because they are smalfer

in number and reflect more educational diversity than
regular term projects.

In order to avoid distortion of ti,.. (eport sample,
data from the relatively large Portland school district is
presented separately in this report and represents 100%
of. their Title I projects. Data from the 28 projects in
institutions km neglected and delinquent children is

-also separated and reported in total.

2. Analysis pf the Samrile.

The stratified sample in this report provides a
proportionate representation of Title lAstricts acco'rd-
ing to size and location. The, school distriCts in the
'S'amPle enroll. 147,305 students or 32.3% of the total

, ADMr in Oregon, of whicA'ari .estimated .33,088 are
a

student participants in Title I prOjeCts.
The Western strata have the largest number of Title

I projects and participging school districts. Th 'r
., includes mahy small suburban and rural sohgol di tricts

in.'ifia Willamette Valley and on the Oregon coast, as
well -as larger districts in the urban areas of g ugene,
SoOringfield, Salem, and Corvallis. .

The Eastern strata represent the -largest geographic
./area 'in the sample, with .the lowest pOpulation density.

Consequently, the Eastern sample contains the largest
proportion of small school districts' (79% with ADMr
less than.1000): .

The metropolitan strata reflects the proximity of
,Portland to the three metropolitan counties. in the
proportion of large districts . it contains (28% ADMr

, over q000). However, the size of these counties and the

nature of tilleir geography are such that an equal
s.o.nnb9r of small school districti (ADMr under 500) is

repr ented in the metropolitan strata.,

7' 3. Limitations of the Sample.

The main limitation of the report sample is that the
,
sample size severely limits tabulations of sufficient data
from subsamples within it. Subsamples affected by this
limitation4are: (1) achievement data; (2) nonpublic
school participation; and (3) performance in some

'academic or skill areas.

D. A Survey of Information Contained in This Report:

1. Sources of Information.

Title I evaluation reports from school districts and
records of the Oregon Department Of Education are
the main sources of information for this report.
Evaluation reports are requested to be completed by
district personnel and returned to the State Title I

Office within 30 days after the projectQrminates. The
evaluation instrument, developed by the state office in
cooperation with local districts, collects both evalua-
tive and descriptive information. (See Appendix I.)
Chart 3 shows the framework for Title I. evaluation
that is built into application and evaluation procedures.

District
Needs
Assessment

Project
Goals

CHART 3 Framework For Title ItEvaluation

Performance
Objectives

1. Conditions
2, Performance
3. Expectations

Measures:
1. Performance
2. Standard i zed

tests

Results:
Gain
Scores

-4-
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2. Types of Information.

'The major categories of information in this report
are: 't t h e relationship of Title I projects to educa-
tional priorities of the State Board of Education;
(2) attainment of student performance objectives;
(3) gains in student achievement (including the rela-
tfunship of _achievement to student potential);
(4)_statistics on student participation, project person-
nel and community. involvement; (5) basic federal
funding and district expenditure data; and (6) geo-
graphic Comparison of participakon, instructional
areas, support servIces, etc.

Most ,rialuattVe and descriptive information in this
repOrt t3aq Jeen quantified, tabulated and presented in
the form of graphs. A statistical analysis of the data has
mit been done. Data from regular and summer term
projects are compiled separately and plotted on the
same graph to allow for comparisons. -

Further explanation of the five information cate-
gories and their limitations appear below.

3. Relationship of Title I .P-oojects to State Educe-
tional Priorities.

For .the third consecutive year, Title I data is

analyzed in telation to instructional priorities of the
State Board of Education and the educational objec-
tives of the Division of Compensatory Education.*
Chart 5, "Hierarchy of Educational Objectives," pre-
sents these priorities and objectives, as well as the
number, of Title I projects in various instructional
areas. Analysis of Title I data according to state ,

planning statements provides a basis for determining
whether or not educationCf 06-disadvantaged in the
State of Oregon is a fragmented educational effort
localized at the district level, or an educational effort
integrated into a state-recognized plan of good educa-
tion for all children in the state.

4. Attainment of Student Performance Objectives.

Project goals and performance objective designed
to meet the assessed needs of educationally disadvan-
taged children in the district, are written by district
personnel as they define their project. Goals outline
the general aims of the project; performance objectives
describe student accomplishments that can be
meastited. Performance objectives include: (1) the
conditions under which the student performs; (2) the
performance required of the student to .dernwictrate
achievement; and (3)-the expectations fo the ,:ve of
proficiency demonstrating achievement the o
five.

Performance objectives vary considerab., Jugh-
out the state because they bre written to meet the
assessed needs of disadvantaged students in the individ-
ual school districts. The value of data on the attain-
avent of performance objectives 'is limited because
many of tffese objectives are poorly written and are not

'See "Dignity and Worth," a planning statement of the
Division of Compensatory Education, Oregon Department of
Education, 1970.

-5-

sufficiently specific to provide a measure"of student
achievement. At times; on the other hand, objectives
are's° specific it is difficult to categorize them for
state-level reporting:

5. Gains in Student Achievement.

Student achiekrement data is provided by, Stand-
ardized achievement and subject matter tests, and.by
nonstandard measures such as case studies, teacher-
made tests and teacher observations. The standardized
test scores validate the district reports on the' attain-
ment of diS'tri.ct performance objectives; they' also
Measure pre-project an.ci post-project performance, and
achievefnent gains (or losses) for individual students.

6ne additional dimension is provided .by 'Title I

ProTett teachers'ratings of student potential on a
five-point scale: low, low-average, average, high-
average, and' high. This information is tabulated into
three categories in this reportflow, average, and high)
and related to the academic growth of Title I students.

,Student achievement data is the most difficult to
compile. Because many different types of tests are used
by individual districts, samples from- srmilar tests are
too small to' justify statewide generalizations. Data on
pre- and post7testing is sometimes invalid., because
districts have used different test instruments for each
testing session, or because transient students have
milsed one -of the testing sessions. Further, the
recording of scores is not consistent; although grage
level scores are requested, a variety of different kinds
of scores are reported, making it difficult to tabulate
results. An additionk problern is that some test
instruments do not rélrfe to performance objectives for
the project.

6. Statistics on Student Participbtion, Project Per-
sonnel and Community Involvement.

Basil statistical information in this rebort includes:
(1) the number of project students according to bKealc-
downs of public, nonpublic, regular term, summer
term, sub).ect area and support service participation,
plus a summary recapitulation of .major areas; (2).the
number and type of project personnel and in-service
programs; and (3) information about local advisory
committees, dissemination of project information, and
local contributions to Title I programs.

7. Basic Federal Funding and atria Expenditure
Data.

Basic' federal funding figures include the total
Oregon appropriatiOn and allocations to each district,
based on the currtnt distribution formula. Information
on district expenditure is obtained from state office
records and district reports of expenditures (primarily
program personnel salaries).

14
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1 5

Risident Average

Daily Membership

(Par) Eastern Oregon

CHART 4, Distribution of Participating School Districts,

According 'to Sample Stratification*

. (Title I, ESEA, FY 1975),

Western Oregon Metropolitan Oregon Portland *I TOTALS

A

1 499

61 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg. Sum.

LEA 31 11

Cooperative '3

N & D 1 1

Nonparticipting Dis'ts. 21

64 Districts Particiy,

Projects Rer'Sum.

'LEA .50 7

Cooperative 5 1

N & D

Nonparticipating Dists. 30

15 D,istricts Particip,

Projects Reg. Supt.

LEA 11 1t,

Cooperative

N & D.

NonparticipatingDists.

Year-round

140 Districts Particip,

Projects Reg. Sum,

LiA 92 19

Cooperative 8 2

N & D 1 1

NonParticipating Dists. 58

Year-round -

B 8 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg, Sum.

500 999 LEA 6 3

Cooperative 1 i
N&D" f'

Nonparticipating Dists, 1

28 Districts Particip,

Projects Reg. Sum,

LEA . 25 12

Cooperative .
N & D

Nonparticipating Dists,

C , 13 Districts ParticiP.

Projects Reg. Sum. ,

1000 2999 LEA 13 5

Cooperative

N & D

Nonperticipating Dists.

34 Diltricrtiticip,

Projects Re . Sum, .

LEAN 34 20

Cooperative .

N & D 1 *

Nonparticipating Dists, 1

10 Districts Particip,

Projects Reg, Sum.

LEA , 9

Cooqrative

N & 5

Nonparticipating Dists, .1,

?earfound 1

,10.Districts Particip.

Projezs Reg. Suri.

LEA 5 ,3

Cooperative

N & D

Npnparticipating Dists.

Yearround 2'

46 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg. 'Sum.

LEA 40 15

Cooperative 1

N & 1

Norpartioipating Dists. 41,

Year-round 1

57 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg. 5urn,

LEA 52 28

Cooperative

lg&D 1 1

NonparticipatingOists. 1

Year-round 2

Over 3000

5 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg. Sum.

LEA 5 4

Cooperative .

N 0 1

nparticipating Dists, 1

15 Districts Particip,

Projects Reg.

LEA 17 8

Cooperative - .

N & D 6 7

N'onparticipating D ists.

14 Districts Particip, 1 District Particip.

Projecls / Reg, Sum; Projects Reg. Sum,

LEA 13 6 LEA 4 3

Cooperative . Cooperative

N 2 2 N & D 2 3

Nonparticipating Dists, Nonparticipating Dists,

Year-round 1

87 Diitricts Particip.

Procts Reg. Sum,

LEA 55 23

TOTALS Ctkoperative 4

N,6 D 2 2

Nonparticipating 0 ists.

141 Districts Particip,

Projects Reg, Sum,

LEA 126 47

CoOperative 5 1

N & D 7 8

23 Nonparticipating isfs. 31

49 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg. Sum,

LEA 38 10

Cooperative - 1

N & D 2 2

Nonparticipating Dists.

Year-round 4

1 District Particip.

Projects Reg. Sum.'

LEA 47 3
Cooperative /.

N & D ( 2 3

.7 Nonparticipating Dists.

35 Districts Particip.

Projects Reg. Sum.

LEA 39 21

Cooperative 'I.

N & D 11 12

Nonparticipating Dists.

Year-round 1

278 Districts Particip,

Projects Reg. Sum.

LEA 223 83

Cooperative 9 2

N & D 13 1t

Nonparticipating Dists. 61

stlarround 4

'The number of projects.in a cell is often greater than the number of districts in the cell because some
districts had more than one project.

"The Portland school district is reported
separately in this report; data represents 100% of their Title I projects. Consequently, the

Portland stratum was excluded when the sample was drawn.
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1CHRT 5. HIERARCHY OF EDUCATIONAL OOJECTIVESEIN OREGON TITLE I PROJECTS

Purpose of Title I, ESEA

Pln recognition of'the ecial educaional need(s of children of low:income fa 'and the impact that concentratio

families have on the abil tc, of local educitiOnal agencies to pporladequate edu ional proghms, the Congress hereb

the policy of the Unite States to piovide financial assistance las set forth in TM I) to local educational agencies"

concentrations of chi,ldr n from lowlficore families to epand and improve their educational progra6 by varlo

viniribute particularly til'ileeting 'the special educational needs of educationally deprived children,"
t

1

I

,

m prove' Early Increase

Childhood Opportunities

And Primary For The. ,

Education Development of

Reading Skills
L

t

Preschool.

Education

J

The State Board of Education

Priorities Relevant to Title I Projects

's pf low-income 0,

declares it td be

rving areas with

s means which

Expand Opportunities,

For LearnersVith

UniqueoEducational

Needs

I ncrease

Reading

Pro!iciency

Emphasize The Improve

Fourth "R" Health

Responsibility 9 Educatio'n

1.

Sperintendent of

Public I nstruftion

,

Asiociate Superintendent
5 T.

Director'

Cbm pensa tor y Education/
Educational Objectivei Of Compensatory t ducation Section

(Title I & Title I Migrant tSEA'and Title I Vtivil Rights Act)

f

I

Continue To

Expand

Career 0

Education

mprove the Instructional

nd Management Practices

of Oregon Schools

'

Continuity Ilrnp oVed Reduced

Of Skill durriculun) Dropout

Development :& Instructibn Rates

I. I ,

Preschool

(12 projects)

Kindergarten Basic Skills

(51 projects) 125 qojects)

i '

Math

(91 projects)

1

, Local Schoolpjstrict Title I Projects

Serving State Board and Division

Objectives Based on &local Needs Assessment

I

Improved

School.CommunityL

Relations And

Coordination Of i

Services

( 1

. Language Arts

& Reading

(69 projects)

IL 11

Science Reading
,

(4 projects) (252 projects)

,

4

I

Cultural
.

Enrichment

113 projects)

1

v Behavior

(36 projects)

Local Needs Assessment

Proyam

Management

And Staff

Training,

I

Career Healthy

.i.

Education Mind And Body

116 projects) (67 projects)

A

4/ 0
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EVALUATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS

-

(Criteria for Title I program planning, project
pproval, technical assistance, and fb,r measuring pro-

gress of Title I programs are derived frdm the following
Tources:

F 1 I t'-

,.1. Title I, ESEA law, regulations and guidelines. t

2: I nstructiorial priorities of the State Board of
I I gducation.

N. ,

, 3, LEA assessment of the educational needs Of
educationally disadvantaged students.

4. Educational goap of the Division oi Compensa-
tory Education.

,

Awareness and acceptance of these gbidelines pro-
.mote the concept' that edUcation for educationally
disacilantaged students in Oregon is not a fragmented
'local disteict effort, but is integrated into a state-
recogn ized plan .of good education for all. Oregon
students.

,-

\A. The Relationship of .1:itle 1, ESEA Projects tO State
'--Ellucational Priorities. .

The purpose of Title I, ESEA, "to expand and
improve...educalional programs by various means
which cdntribute to ,meeting t s9écial educational

edneeds of ucationallY depri ,..4ildren,"" .is sup-
ported -by many priorities cif)the State Board of
Education (SBE) and the Division of. CoMpensatory

,Education. All Title I projects relate directly to the
SBE priority to "expand opportunities for learners
With unique eddcational needs." Other SBE priorities
and aligned , Compensatory Education objectives are
presented in Chart 6, with a count of corresponding'
Title I projects and components. .. . ,

SBE and Division of Compensatory Education
,priorities are not always comparable. For example, one
SBE priority "emphasized the.,46urth 'R', responsi-
bility") is ot a specific Compensatory Education

_objective, a hough it is an underlyipg concept in many.
Title I projects.

Prior to FY 1975, prescholl and kindergarten were
categorized; together under 'Ill'e classification
"preschool." The data for the F- 1975 evaluation ,.

separated these programs. There were 12 preschool and
51 kindergarten projects operated in FY 1975 under
Title I. kmding. For comparative purposes, this would
be 63 "preschool" programs for 1975 as coMpared to
62 Title I preschool projects in FY 1974, more than
the 44 in FY 1972 and 29 in FY 1973. These projects
provide a substantial thrust in "improving early child-
hood and primary education" for disadvantaged
students. .

TIe main thrust of Title I in Oregon may be
intaThreted as -improvement of pi imary education since

"Zuidelines f-dr Title I. ESE'Ar Oregon Board of Education,
1974, p."1.

44% of students, enrolled are in kindergarten and the,
primary grades. Instructional emphasis at this level
appears to be on increasing reading proficiency and
continuity of basic skill development. -

Reading, with emphasis in 252 projects or com.Qo;
nents of projects, continues to be a major educational
thrust for Title I projects. Sixty-nine of these prMsts
integrated reading skills into a language arts program.

Tabulated for the first time in 1975, the categOry
"Healthy Mind and Body". reflected'69 projects that
wrote performance objectives classified under 'this
heading. Preddininantly .in support of basic skill
instructional areas, these projects recognized the inter-
relationship of academic skills with psychomotor,
health, and other skills. s.

Still fewer projects. iderittfied their programs as a
basic skills project, 25 in FY 1975, 17 in FY 1974
compared with 95 in FY 1973. However, using
skills definition of reading, language arts and .m5th
matics, theiskills were.taught but under more specific
headings. ror instance, math projects numbered 91 in
1975 and 56 in 1974- contrasting with 5 in 1973.

Although 44% of the stUdents enr011ed ih Title I

projects were primary and kindergarten children, 93
projeCts served high school students Grades 9-12, while
188 projects Served Grades 7-9, junior high students.

Igilicators of improved instructional and mane
merit' practices are the number of projects reporting
new or improved, instructional methods and Manage-
ment,practices, and 'new hiring or improved utilization -

of personnel. Many of- the indicators reported'are
nationally recognized as supportive to educationally.
disadvantaged students and have been tabulated in
Oregon Title I projects since FY 1973. (See Chart 6.)
Staff training relates to improved instruction and issa
strong component of Title I, with 174 projects
conducting in-service sessions. Alt Title I projects
employing aides are required to plait intservice. .

The small number of Title I pikects that reflect the
SBE priority to expand career edMion (related to the
Compensatory Education objective to improve curricu-
lum) showed a slight increase from 1972. to 1973 and
again from 1973 to 1974 and decreased in 1975.
Parent councils are iequired for all Title I projects;
they apply to both the SBE management-related
priority to close the communication 'gap ,and, the
Compensatory Education-objective to improve school-
community relations.

B. Attainment of Student Performance Object yes.

Title I , instructional prOgrams are evaluated by
relating student achievement data (thimarily gain
scores) to student erformance objectives written in
the project applic ions. These objectives are written



A 4, CHART 6. Pro s of Titled Projects in MietMg

Instructional priorities of tile State Board of Education and

Educational Objectives of the Division of Compensatory Education

STATE' BOARD OF EDUCVION

Instruction-Related

Priorities

VISION OF 'ARE OBJECTIVESSEING ACHIEVED?

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION Indicator: Title I Projects rd Project Componen

Educational Objectives fY 1972 FY 19

Improve early childhood and Preschool education.

t primary education.
I, ,

Y 1974 FY 1975

Provide for continuity of skill Project component's:

development. Language Arts

Mathematic/

Science

Basic Skill's

42

17

' 2

54

73 77 ,69

5 56 '91

0 15 4

95 17 25

Increase opportunities for the ncrease4ading,proficiency. Reading prOjects:

Reading projects

(Lanlivage Arts Components)

the development of reading skills,

179 148 , 150 ,252

66

Expand opportunities for learners DIVISION OF

with unique educational needs, . COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

Reduce dropouts.

The entire diviSicrn.

focuses on these
4.

nerds,
v,..

Emphasize the Fourth "R,''

Responsibility.

I mprove health ad ation.

Continue to expani caree

education..

No No'

Data

ManageMentilelated Pri

Close the cpmmunicatio gap.

1..

; 17 16

Improve sáhool-community relations

and coordination of services,

Improve Instructional

management practices,

1. Improve curriculum and

instruction,'

2. Improve progratknana

and staff training,

Project comdbn ents:

Teacher Aides

I ndividualized instructibo

Volunteers

Tutoring 4

ent In-service seseons:

Parent Cquails required

for all9leTprojects.

152

141

12

16

8$

176

, 46

11

197

261 .

134

23

149 153 174

21



. CHAR 7 ,

ercent of Students Achieving High, Average, and Low Success
Levels on District Perforinance Objeqves

Regular Term

FY 1975

Objectiv"rea High Average. Low

Reading 68.0% 10.0% .22.0 26,007
Language Arts 65.0% 14.0% 20.0% 1,674
Mathematics 62.0% 10.0% 28.0% 2,770,
Physical ,

Health 71.0% 8.0% 1 232
Mental

Health 66.0% 8.0% 26.0% '5,647
Attitudes 71.0% 5.0% 24.0% 3,972
Behavioral

Change 62.0% 12.0% 26;0% '1,025
Cultural

Enrichment
g1/4

8)3.0%
,

12.0% 5.0% . 253
Basic Skills - 67.0% 11.0% 22.0% 7,176
Career Prep 10.0%- 600% 30.0% 273

* FY 1973

Objective Area High verage Low

Reading 64.9% 23.9% 21.2% 22,221
Language Arts 49.8% 28.3% 21.9% 2,832
Mathematics 36.4% 28.1% 35.5% 579
Physical

Health 68.3% 18.4% 13.3% 2,290
Mental

Health 50.9% 28.9% 20.2% 3,932
Attitudes 47.6% 20.4% 32.0% 1,758
Behavior&

Change 65.4% 34.6% 274
Cultural

Enrichment 67.6% 25.4% 7.0% 374
Basic Skills 45.2% 30.1% 24.7% 1,490

FY 1974

High , Average Lbw

57.0%
29.0%

- 50.0%

18.0%
51.0%
17.0%

25.0% 15,456
20.0% 357
33.0% - 2,024

68.0% ---19.0% 13.0% 114

53.0% 14.0% 33.0% 282
67.5% 18.5% 14.0% 3,W4

None reported irr Sample

81.0% 8.0% -11.0* 1,330
67.0% / 18.0% 15.0% 1,690

FY 1972

High Average Low

60.3%
48.7%
68.0%

16.0% 23.7%
25.6% - 25.7%
20.7% 11.3%

21,318
12,157 .

1,483

47.0% 44.5% 8.5%- 1,241

45.0% 11.0% 44.0% 322
59.5% 19.5% 21.0% 4.665.

-Jr
48.0% 19.5% 32.5% 2,536

41.0% 26.5% 32.5% , 991

Chart 7 presents a tabulation of student achievement for the three major perfbrmance objectives reported by each
Title I project fn the sample (exclusive of viand), comparing athievement in FY 1972, 1973: 1974, and 1975.
"N" refers to.the number of students jysied in reaching the perform,ance objectives and is not an unduplicated
count since many children are counted in More than one performance area. High, average, and low refer to student
success levels on objectives.



CHART 8

Percent of Students Achieving High, Average, and Low Success
Levels on District Performance Objectives

Summer Term

4-- FY 1975 FY 1974

'Ob'ective Area High Average Low High fige- tow

Reading 53.0% 26.0% 21.0% 4,4 66 p0 13.0% 21.0% 4,146
Language Arts 84.0%. 2.0% 14.0% 36 1.0% 12.0% .17.0% 546
Mathemath 55.0% '19.0% 26.0% 1,780 45.0% 30.0%J 25.0% 1,326
Physical

Health 0 None reported inample
Mental

Health 83.0% 9.0%. 8.0% 452 None repirted in Sample
Attitudes 58.0% 22.0% 20.0% 180 78.0% 7.0% 15.0% 624
Beliavioral .

Change 97.0% 3.0% 204 None reported in Sample
Cultural

Enrichment 82.0% 6 , 10.0% 8.b% 468 89.0% 5.0% '6.0% 526
asic Skills 56.0% 20.0% 24.0% 1,348 66.0% 16.0% 18.o% 400

Career Prep 57.b% 33.0% 12

FY 1973 FY 1972

Objective Area High ' Average Low High Ave. rage Low

Reading 68.4% 14.0% 17.6% 4,450 55.4% 8.5% , 26.1% .4,563

Languwe Arti 62.4% 12.0% 25..% 966 55.6% 21.6% 22.8% 1,690

Mathematics 80.0% 2 I 158 59,3%. 21.3% 19.4% 1,321

Physical
Health 74.2% 14.7%. 592 65.5% 14.0% 20.5% 378

Mental
Health 52.1% 8.1% 39.8% 1 242

Attitudes 92.9% 7.1% 74.2% 10.6 15.2% 784

Behavioral
,Change 86.2% 9.2% 4.6% 287
Cu ltu ral

Enrichment' - 57.5% 26.5% 16.0% .1,141

Basic Skills 78.0-% 17.1% 4.9% 216

Chart 8 presents a tabulation of student achievement for the three major Rerformance objectives reported by each

Title I project in the sample (exclusive of Portland), comparing achieverheiltitiTY 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975.
"N" refers to the nimber of students involved in reaching the performance objeCtives and is not an unduplicated
count since many children are counted in more than one performancArea. High, avedge, and low refe to
student success levels on objectives.

Distri
Asse

CHART 9 Areas of.Concern R egarding Performance Objectives

Needs Project Performance

ssment Goals Objectives
_to Program Student

Planning Selection

: 2 3
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Pc district personnel following an assessment of /he
district's educationally disadvantaged students and the
selection of projeet participants. In the final project
evaluation, districts report the number of child en w o
accompliihed these objectives as specifiedJ success
levels: (1) high (100% success); (2) average (75-99%
success); and (3) low (less than 75%. success). The
attainment of student performance objectives for Title
I projects is presented in Chart 7, and the data 'is
interpreted as follows:

1. Difficulties in' Establishing 'Coniistent -Date on
_illerformance Objectives.

.
Previous editions of the Oregon ritle I Annual

Evaluation Report (FY '74, '73, '72) have cited the
difficulties in repotting data on performance objectives
as follows:.

Establishingconsistent
that allow for stateWichr lieneralizations about
Title I projects has proved difficult because:
(a) districts may assese their needs in various
way's,, and sometimes perfoftmance objectives
stated in the Project proposal are. incontstent
with the needs assessment; (b) the terrninology
used for performanceobjectives may vary among
individual districts, making itdifficult to catego-
rize and tabulate &Abr results; and. (c) Partici-
pants are sometimes selected for reasiiins that are
inconsistent With the assessed needs and perform-
ance objectives of the project.

(
Thus, the' areas of chief concern were those referred

to in Chart 9.
The identified :problem areas have been the subject

Of study by the'state.title I office and two subcommit-
tees of the State Title, I Advisory-Committee. The Title
I Needs Assessment Subcommittee is now in its th4d
year of work on the needs assessMent process and if
now concerned with student selection ai well as the
needs assessment,process. The State Title I Evaluation
Subcommittee- is currently studying project goals arid
performance objectives. The earlier identified problem
areas are still problem areas, but nOt to the extent
previously cited., Problems and progress will be dis-
cussed in the following three paragraphs. .

Informal discussion with Title I personnel
across the state has revealed conflicting. and/or
-diverse interpretations of the "needs asiesiment"
requirement for Title 1 projects. Some districts
contract with educaticmal research organizations .

for their needs assessment, often resulting in
sophisticated assessrnentspf needs in specific skill
areas; other districts may adopt national or state,
determinations of need, whether or not they
pertain to the local district; still other districts
may determine educational needs by consUlting
various sourcesthe judgment of teachers anjd
administrators, achievernent..test scores, report
card marks,: and parental observation; and judg-
ments. During 1973-74, HEW additors ques-
tioned the needs assessments of two Oregon .

districts with Title I reading programs, because
their achievement test scores were lower in math
than in reading. Similar questions might be asked
in other districts.

ormance objectives

I.

1.

. .
A delineation of the needs assessment process has

been the chief concern of te State Title I lteeds
Assessment Subcommittee, which begkits third year
of ,operatioli in September of 1975. Nnposed of
school district Title I people, the committee'produced .
a rieedl assessment handbook which they, presented .at
the Springf y 75 Title I WorkshoPs held in five regions

' of the state.. .

. The needs asssmeny1iandbook contains a defini-
tion of a, Title I ne s assessment, a chart .showing
needs assessment as a 4art of the Title I project cycle,
and a selection of. in ruinents which may be used to
colleCt informatio on student needs. Use of the
handbOok by cI1Icts is a matter a choice, however a
needs assessment ,is reqirired by each district prior to
planning and atiplying for .'i Title I projects. The
handbook was designed as a resource to help imple-

, ment project requirements.
A' survey of districts iii relation to their use of the

handbook (see appendix) rpup*Iorl there .is indeed more
emphasis on the needs assessment process, and more
attention .to ' results of needs assessments in Title I
project planning. .

in order to analyze the attainment of student
performance objectives on a-statewide basis, the
objectives for each district must be classified intc.
activity categories. Because of inconsistency in
the stating of performance objectives among
districts, this is a difficult task. Some districts use

coverlapping terms. in stating objectives. For
example, "comprehension" is often a part of
each of th'e disirict's objectives and is particularly
repeated in reading projects.

The categories 'established for performancp
objectives may also vary between districts. For
instance, basic reading skills may be Variously
label's communication skills, basic 'skills,
langu arts, and/or reading. Many districts,
recognizing the interrelationship of Ihe cognitive,
affective and psyChomotor domains in the learn-
ing process, wrote performance objectives which
attend to all three 'areas. Achievement measure-
ment in the affective area poses a difficUlt
problem, however..

The problems of (1) clear performance objectives,
and (2) eitablishment of reporting categories which
minimize the problems of overlapping terms and aid
toward clear description of What happened to children
in Title I Projects, have been tackled by both the State
Title I Evaluation Subcommittee and the state Title I
.office. .

.

The State Title I Evaluation Subcommittee, meeting
since June 1975, has come to grips with the issues and
plans to provide statewide assistance at the FY 76
Spri-ng Title I Workshops.

The state Title I office concentrated efforts on
screening performance objectives as they processed FY-
75 Title I project applicaVons. School district coopéra-
tien and applicapon process screening resulted in
improved clarity to the extent that for the first time
project performance objectives could be tabulated at
content levels more precise than the general reading,
arithmetic, language arts, etc., levels.

-13-



CHART 10
-

PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN SPECIFIC II\ISTRUCTIONAL
AREAS DETAILED BY DISTRICT WRITTEN PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

t

READING

Word Attack
Vocabulary
Comprehension
and Analysis ,

Rate
Oral
Developmental
Remedial
General

305 -
1,411

% of
Students

MENTAL- HEALTH

3.6% Self Concept
16.9% Coping (Problem

Solving, Decision-
making)

Communication
Maturitij
General

2,113 25.3%
107 1.2%
193 2..3
50

190
3,964 147.5%

58 Districts

ATTITUDES+)

8,333' 10010%

Cooperation 3.0%
Parental Attitude
towards School 103 9.0%

Attitude toward
Learning 125 10.0%

Attitude toward
School 781 65.0%

General-Positive 155 13.0%

12 Districts 1,193 100.0%

BASIC SKILLS

Reading 1,216 38.0%
.Language Arts 145 4.0%
Math 1,084 34.0%
Readiness 98 3.0%

General 696 21.0%

27 Districts 3,23g 100.0%

LANGUAGE ARTS

Writing (iammar)
English 88 15.0%

Oral Language
Speech 149 25.0%

Spelling 120 20.0%

General 234 40.0%r

7 Districts 591 100.0%

25
.14-

% of
. Student;

760 45.0%
tr.

" 371 22.0
23 1.0%
98 6.0%

.144 240%

.16 Districts

MATH

. 1,696 , 100.0% -,

Operations .
Addition, etc. 119 13.0% .

Problem solving 61 7.0%
General 713 80.0% 's

J14 Districts

BEHAVIOR AI NGE

893 100.0%

Controlled Behavior
Attendance
General

86 36.0%
112. 47.0%
.39 17.0%

4 Districts:

PHYVCAL HEALTH

237 100.0%

Personal Care
General

81 22.0%
289, 78.0%

6 Districts

CULTURAL ENRICHMENT

370 100.0%

Exposare (field trips
art, musetkm, geography,
etc.) 76 100.0%

4 Districts

CAREER PREPARAT ON

1 District

76 100.0%.

82 100.0%



i ..-
In someajpstances the selection of children to

partici te n the project was not valid and
tend to skew the data. Children whose pretest
sc s failed,. to. indicate disadvantage in the
su ject area we're included in the project anyway.
An intensive follow-up by the State Title I qffice
revealed that children Often were selected for the
project because of some other need. These
districts baves been reminded to set performance
objectives for need; however, they cite the
difficulty in finding assessment instruments in
the .areas of actual need. For instance, several

,.reading projects are primarily concerned with
improiting student self-concept and/or attitudes,
but project._ perionnel felt instruments measuring
self-concepNnd attitudes were not valid. Other '
areas of student need, assessed by the districts
were parent reiponse and/or support for the'
school program; and interpersonal 'student stills.'.,:a.. R - .
Districts appeared to feel that although' their

; objectitieS are valid,, the available measurement
iiistruments' in- these areas are not valid; otten

,rather than the assessed need. '
they measute achievement in an academic.* -,*:

2`.--interpretation of the Data, Chart 6. .

1 or.not the performance objectives were realistic. Often
these comments related_ to the need tor setting more
astule performance.objectives.

The high success jevel of students on performance
objectives may havelyet another explanation: That of
appropriate student selection: Earlier reference to
student Iselection indicated "children whose pretext
scores failed to indicate disadventage in ,the subject
area were included in the project anyway.

A randomly selected sthsample, Of 13 districts
revealed that in every distact at le* one child with
grade level or above test scores v4,laced in the-Title I
project: Frequently the inCidenceas more trlari one
child and one district, had as many 45 children in ihe
Title 4,.projec.&whose tests $ores placed them at grade
level oezopitt# TheVe:dtiSti.ist,stimmer subsample data
Jiro f part icu la r don ceik,0*'.-

:14. ,11117'

.5TUDENTs4ifiLjtC+4WOF1'71:11-LE..1 CLASSES

4). #

Performance objectives for all Title I projects are
' Classified by type i Chart 7 and 8. The classification
system for performa e okjectives was suggested by
the newly adopted min m graduation requirements
and the hierarchy.,qf edjicational objectkies presented
in Chart 5. Furthe formation on categivies for
performance objectives and components of instruc-
tional programs may be found in Appendix II l (A
Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education).

Reading appears. to be the assessed educational need
of most educationally disadvantaged students in
Oregon. Improvement of readig skillsis an aim of 252..
separate projects, involving moçe than 26,000 stOdents.
Two lan9uage arts projects are bilingual for.Spanish
and Russian-speaking children.

Charts 7 an 8 show the percentage .of students
achieving hig , average and, 'low success levels on
district perfo mance objectives for both regular and
summer t in FY 1975, and the three previous
years. For FY 1975, districts report that the majority
of students achieved at the high (100%) success level.
FY 1975 summer teFm projects reported a ra9ge of 53
to 97% of the students at the high success level. In
regular term projects, 10 to 83% of the students
attained the 100% level, a range somewhat lower than
for summer projects. Performance objectives for one
area, that of physical health, was not represented in the
FY 1975 summer sample.

Attainment at the high success level by a majority
of Title I students may appear to n incredible
performance for disadvantaged stude owever, if
project. people -are .really attuned to st needs and
have set realistic objectives for student ormance, it
is quite conceivable that students will, and should,
perform at a high success level. Individiial district
'reports varied in their determinations of student
success andrin many instances commented on whether

2 6

TESTS

GAADE.
LEVEL
arid ABOVE PERCENT

,

Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test 722 75 10%

Stanford Reading Diagnostic
East 234 10 4%

Stinfdrd Achievement Test-
99 o. ,2 2%

Wide !lenge Athievement 174 4 2%

TestMath Summer
Gates MacGinities Reading '

Test 190, 61 32%

Metropolitan Achie+ement
Test 270 23 9%

-1

13 .

district
subsample

14

subsampte,

Results from .these subsaMples'tannot be general-
iied to the state as a wholeWi.fRitit more information
and an in-depth analysis. The information is presented
here to attempt to place in perspective success levels on
performance objectives.

It is also noted here that Title I requires student
selection Criteria,:which preferably contains more tlian
one criteria for selection of Title I eligible children.
Other criteria ,often include, more than one test,
teacher judgments, observational data, student and
parent requests for help, etc. These items were not
available for compilation.

Also, test data for various reasons'-is not always
indicative of student classroom ,performance levels,
which are largely the basis for teacher judgment.

_This data has been discussed in .somewhat greater
detail than the data warrants because it is integral with
compliance of Title I rdgulations.

The greater arcentage of spdent sucCess in summer
than in regular tei'm projects may relate to a number of
variables. During 1975, as in 1973.and 1974, summer
term enrollment was less than one-fpurth of regular
tbrm enrollment, providing a smaller population from

h.Which to draw the sample; however, the stratified
random sample from which data has been drawn
should control for this. An analysis of summer, project

-15-



reports and informal discussions with teachers suggest
that summer programs may be more flexible and
diverse, and are met with greater enthusiasm by
teachers. Summer programs appear to be integrated
around several needs of students; regular term pro-
grams may be more fragmented becayse of the confines

of class scheduling.
A number of summer programs made use of varied

environmenti, scheduling classes at camp sites, relating
field Irips to core topics, and -generally providing a
more informal atmosphere.,Summer classes were gen-

erally smaller, with a lower student-teacher ratio.
Chart 10 details content areas and subheadings

specified in the district written performance objectives.
For instance, components of reading were identified in
the skill areas- of word attack, vocabulary, comprehen-
sion and analysis, rate and oral, were further desig-

nated by type of program, developmental or remedial.
The categO1/4"general" was used when the objective
referred to general reading or was more global in its
mention of reading.

Tabulation of student achievement in the subheadt
ings was not attempted since, identification of tests
used often did not specify whether the test scores used

referredto skill areas such as word attack, or were the
overall test scores.

The descriptors used in the chart are the'ones used
most often in the district written performance objec-

tives dnd are categorized as nearly as possible as
outlined in the Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education.

(See Appendix III.)

C. Student Achievement in Academic and Affective
Areas.

The success of individual students in Title I projects
is measured by standardized instalments, achievement

tests, and subject matter tests selected by districts as
appropriate measures of student growth in relation to
student performance objectives written by district
personnel. In their final evaluations, districts report
pretest, post-test, and gain scbres for each student;
these scores validafe district reports of student success
levels on performance objectives.

Achievement data has been collected from a sub-

sample of the sample, Since the entire sample had too
diverse a collection of tests and methods of reporting

scores to make compilation feasible. Analysis of
__student achievement -data has been limited to sample

representation of the' raive of grade level gain scores.
reported in the subsatiOle; there is no attempt to draw
general conclusions or predict student scores beyond
the subsample, There is lio statistical analysis of the
data due to the inconsistencies and limitations cited
earlier. Achievement 'scores for Portland projects are

compiled separately.
The validity of .achievement scores for statewide

reporting is limited because Oregon does not have a
uniform testing program which would produce compir-
able data. On the other hand', a state-adopted testing

program might not be sufficiently versatile to measure

the diverse areas 'specified in district performance
objectives. Other, factors which limit the use of..
achievement data follow:

;I. Many, :types of tests are, used: 77 different
achievethe t tests were used fpr the 74 regular
term, projects in the sample, and 32 different
tests for the 43 summer projects (including
Portland).
SPme schools use different pre- and postAsts.

3. Some schools fail to administer an actiievement
test.

4. Test data may be reported incorrectly.
5. Testing cycle dates often don't coincide with the

projeCt cycle.

Achievement test gain scores for both regular kd
summer terms are represented on interquartile graphs,

Charts 11, 12, and 13. Interquartile graphs illustrate
-gain scores of the middle 50 percent of the children in
ths subsample. This approach eliminates the extreme
cases at either the high or low ends of the achievement

'scale, focusing on the median range of scores. Scores
for the interquartile graphs are derived from the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test, the Metropolitan
Achievement Test, the Stanfoq Reading Diagnostic
Test, the Stanford Achievement Test for Arithmetic,
and the Wide Range AchieVement Test for Arithmetic
and are compiled according to two factors:

1. Grade levels (primary, intermediate, upper, and
high).

2. School estimate of student learning potential
(loW, average, or high).

Achievement Tests Used in the
Regular Term Sample of FY 74 Projects,

Listed by Frequency of Use

Gates MacGinitie Reading Test
Metropolitan Readiness Test
Stanford Reading Diagnostic Test
Stanford Achievement Test
Informal Reading lnvenory
Wide Range Achievement Test
Botel Word Recognition
SRA Assessment Survey
Metropolitan Achievement Test
I owa-Test of Basic Skills

Regular School-Year
The interquartile graphs (Chart 11) show that gain

scores on- the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test ranged
from 3 months to 2.6 years. In most instances children
tended to perform in relation to their predicted
potential; however, children in primary and upper
grades with average and high average potential reflected
the same gains in the upper quartile.

The lowest median scores plotted on the inter-
quartile graphs reflecting Gates-MacGinitie, Reading

-16-
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Test scores indicate .9 as grade 1-evel gain scores which
can be compdted using a 9 month school year as 1

month grade level gain for 1 monb of instruction. The
range of median scores is .9 to 1.9 grade level.

Using .9 or the lowest median to assign a level of
gain provides for a very conservative statement of
gaingrade level gain appears to Lk 1 month gain per 1
month of instruction,

39
3.8

3.6
35
3.4

33
32
3.1

30
2.9
28
27
26
25
24
23
22
21
2.0
1.9

18
1.7

1.6

1.5

1.4

13
12
1.1

1.0

.9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0
- 1

-2
-.3

The lowest median scores on the Stanford Reading
Diagnostic test are .5 and .7 months gain. Though gain
scores range .5 to 3.0 years, using the above meThod of
assigning gain, students appear to gain about 1/2
month per month of instruction.

Small -subsamples of math gain scores (Chart 12)
compiled in FY 1975 for the first time, range from '1,0
to 3.1 grade levels. The lowest median gain scores, 1.0

LEA ProjectsPortland Excluded

CHART 11

Interquartile* Ranges of Test Scores for Students Identified as
Having Low, Average and High Learning Potentials, Regular Terrii .

,"Middle 50% of Title I students tested,

L 41Pow potential
A = Average potential
H = High potential

Stanford Reading
Diagnostic Test

N = 72Q
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CHART 12

I nterquartile* Ranges of Test Scores for Students Identified as
Having Low, Average and High Learning Poterittials, Regular Term

*Middle 50% of Title I sRudents tested.

L = Low potential
A = Average potential
H = High potential

WZ.

Stanford Achievement
TestMath

Wide Range Achievement Test Moth

L A H

L A

Inter Upper Prim Inter

N = 100
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to 1.1 grade levels would indicate at leaSt 1 month gain
, for 1 month of instruction.,

Wide Range -Achievement Test Math scores are
represented on the interquartile graphs with .6 and .7
months grade level gain as the lowest median gain. This
level of gain would again suggest alittle more than 1/2
month's gain per month of math instruction.

Summer School Year
The interquartile graph .for summer term (Chart 13)

shows smaller ranges of student gain scores than the
regular term graph. Summer projects usually run from
two to eight weeks, while regular term programs run
from 18 to 36 weeks and for shorter daily instruction
periods.

Achievement gains in Gates MacGinitie Reading
Test scores ranged from .1 (one month's loss) to a.gain
of 1:9 years. The two lowest median scores indicate .1
to .2 month's reading gain for primary and inter-
mediate students .while upper grade student median
scores ranged from 1.3 to 1.8 gain. The most conserva-
tive gain score could be viewed as 1 month gain per 1
month instruction. However, upper grade, students'
Could be said to have recorded as much as a 1 year gain
per month of instruction. The scores are not at all
consistent with the low, average, and high potential
designations.

Measurement of student gain in summer projects is
diffiCult since measurement instruments are usually
designed to measure a full school year -and are not
considered valid for short term projects.

. Metropolitgh Achievement Test gain scorei ranged
from-2 to 9 Months. The ranges are s miler in all gr e

level groups with the lowest range in the prp1ary
group. Test scores are in no instance consistepi with
low, average and higher potential designations

2.- Portland Achjevement Data.

Portland 'Public Schools has decentralized to the
extent that ft has thrie administrative districts or areas.
Each of the three ar as write,. operate, and evaluate
their own Title I proj t during the regular.sohool year
and in the summer mont s.

Projects 'in all three areas follow Title I guidelines
and usually focus on the basic skills of reading, 'math
and language arts. However, instruction, testing and
methods of analysis for evaluation vary in the three
areas, much the same way sctiock districts across the
state vary one from another.

Project evaluators in Portland Areas I, II and III are
in many instances attempting. to imprOve evaluation
techniques to b.etter measUre growth of Title I children
and have developed ealuation designs which produce
data that are not easily collected into one set of scores,
etc. The data is summariied separately by area and
should be read with the following information in mind:

o *ea I data is reported in grade level scores with
weighted means. Data is collected and analy7ed

1

in accordance with their philosophy of func-
tional level testing.

o Area II for the third year has collected and
anahjzed data pertaining to student grOwth and
predicted student performance. Chart 16 relates
the results of this analysis.

o The Area III report compared student achieve-
ment results on two different testing cycles, Fall
1974-Spring 1975, ond Spring 1974-Spring 1975.

A. Area I

. Regular School Year ..
_

Average reading gain scores range from .5 to .9
grade equivalent years per school year of instruction,
possibly 1/2 to 1 month student grade level gain per 1
month instruction.

Math.fiverage gain scores range from .4 to .6 grade
level gains while Language Arts gain scores range from
.6 to .7 g' evel gains; both seti.of scores indioating
less than 1 onth gain per month of instruction.

Summer School*
Avenge gain scores in reading and math indicate the

pro§rams met and ekceeded their performance objec-
tives. Grades 9-12 recorded grade equivalent year gains
of 1.07 and 1.11 in reading and math respectivelit.

Conclusions from.,evaluation data cited by Area I
evaluators appear to offer valuable information 'for
future Title I program planning:

Over the past three years, the Area I average
gain in reading for this age group (grades 1 and 2)
has been 1,5 years. Several ,teachers in Title I

programs have pointed out their subjective obser-
vations that Title I students tend not to "take
hold" of special programs before grade three. On
the basis of the consistency of the measured
growth pattern over the !last three years . and
teacher observ_ations, it appears that the Area
should reassess its obje:tivafor Title i students in
the first and second grades.

Test results suggest that arithmetic programs
in most Title I schools (grades 3-8) need to be
reassessed and improved. The greatest proportion
of Title I resources has been directed toward
reading programs. Consideration might be given
to shifting this balance insofar as possible with-
out threatening the success of existing reading
programs.

Achievement test results suggest that programs
(grades 9-12) teaching language arts skills should
receive greater emphasis if objectives are to be
approached more ,closely.

Results suggest that additional resources might
be allocated to arithmetic programs in order to
move them cicser to their objectives."

'Holmes, Dr. James N., Mary L. Hoefer and Alice L. Young.
Area 1 Disadvantaged Child Evaluation Report, 1974-75,

.19- ESEA, Title I, Portland, OR: School District No. 1, 1975.

.30



3.9
3.8
3.7
3.6
3.5
3.4
3.3
3.2
3.1

3.0
2.9
2.8
2.7
2.6
2.5

Li., 2.4
cC 2.3
c, 2.2
cn 2.1

-ez 2.0
1.9

.J 1.8
Lu> 1.7
III 1.6
L:u 1.5
O 1.4

1.3

LI 1.2
1.1

1.0

9

.8

.7

.6
.5
.4

.3

.2
1

.0
-.1

-.2
-.3

CHART 13

Interquartile* Ranges of Test Scores for Students Identified as
Having Low, Average tind High Learning Potentials, Siithmer Terni

*Middle 50% of Title-I students tested.
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L =2Low potential
A = Average potentiac,.
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N = Number Of studentstestetf CHART 14.

Number of Students Achieving High, Average,
and Low Success Levels on Performance Objectives,

Portland.Area I

Mathematics_Reading

drades

1 and 2
3-8
9-12

Hi.

52
449
126

Av.

35
83
29 -

Low

87.
303
142

. 174
835
297

369
66

107
23

343
186

809

B. Area II

Regular School Year
Portland Area II. data is best reported by using the

suinmary text and chart from their.Title I evaluation
reports.

"Objectives dealing with reading and arithmetic Per-
formance of elementary grade Title I students were
met by the majority of participants,in the evaluation.
One hundred and sixty-seven out of a total of 630
participants were below one error of estimate below
Prediction meaning that approximately 74% of the
participants in the evaluation met the objectives. In
both 'reading &rid math, Title I students showed a
consistent pattern which is in, agreement with the
major 'thrust of the Title I project and which is
somewhat at variance with a number of precedents
from other Metropolitan areas. On the average students
in grades 3 and 5 performed somewhat below predic-
tion while students in -grade 7 showed perforMance
which was virtually identical with prediction. In
reading, a substantiaftMean discrepancy occurs at
grades 3 .and 5, and there is a slightly positive
discrepancy at grade 7. In mathematics the discre-
pancies are similar, with a negative discrepancy at
grades 3 and 5 and a very smaH negative discrepancy at
grade 7. The reason for this lessening of the initial
deficit from lower -to upper grades is not perfectly
understood, but a number of interesting hypothesis can
be advanced. Most likely would be the disadvantaged
children arrive at school with a substantial deficit in
the development of comniunication and quantitative
skills. As the student progresses from year to year in

..school, if he or she is growing alt the population rate,
we would expect this initial deficit to remain constant
and perhaps even to increase (as has been found in
many cities). The fact that upper grade achievement
test scores for students in District 1 of the Portland'
Public Schools have been decreasing:Vearly f ur the past
several years may be evidence in favor of this hypo-

thesis. The fact that this initial deficit has not remained
constant, but lessens to the.point where it eventually
becomes almost negligible for Title I students as they
approach grade 7., is one reason to suspect' that the
Title I program may be having an effect upon this
group of students. It is necessary to keep in mind that
we are talking here about perforMance with the- respeCt
to level of performance which can be logically
expected in terms of the school ability the child
demonstrates. This does not mean that the typical
disadyantaged child can be expected to perform at the
average level of the total population or on a par with
the average child from Area II. What the data seems to
show is that Title I students' disadvantagement has
been eliminated as one of the factors which determines
academlc performance. By the time the elementary
grades are completed, the child's performance relative
to the total population seems to be a function of
ability rather than ability plus the debilitating effects
of disadvantagement."

"In grades 3, 5, and 7 it can be justifiably stated that
Title I goals have generally been met. There are two
factors leading to this conclusion. In the first place, a
great maprity of Title I students (74%) do fall within
or above the exPected range. Even though the average
performance of Area II Title I children shows a
negative departure from expectation at grades 3 and 5,
the average performance, of 7th graders is virtually
identical with prediction,"*

Summer School .

Five pubtic and two parochial schools in Area II
participated in the summer.school program for 1975.
Three of the public elementary schools shared responsi-
bility for instruction with ..one taking all students in
grades 6-8 and the oiher two taking all students from
preschool through grade 5. Heavy emphasis in all
summer school programs was placed upon individual-
ization in instructional activities with programs operat-
ing for approxiMately four to six weeks,..Within the

Forbes, Dean W. and Charles Schwenk. Area II Disadvantaged
child Evaluation Report, 1974-75, ESEA, Title I, Portland, ,

-21- OR: School Distgict No. 1, 1975.
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pne high school, emphasis was also placed on high
school orientation and orientation to the world of
work. Most of the schools also planned field trips
which related in some way. to the instructional activ-
ities within the summer schools.

At the elementary level, the general project goals
incJuded: (1) improvement in ,performance in reading
comprehension, decoding ", and vocabulary; and
(2) math, as measured by standardized tests and/or
criterion referenced measures.

At the secondary level, the general project goals
related to math and reading included: (1) demonstrat-

t ing.improved performance in reading and communica-
tion skills; and (2) math skills related to pursuing a
career. Through participation in a four-week career
awareness program project participants should
strengthen their knowledge of careers in the world of
work. Finally, each summer school participant should '
demonstrate knowledge_of speaking, writing, and other
communciation skills as measured 13y teacher-Prepared
criteria.

n most cases, improvements were -mad: by
students in readirig which met the objectives set
by the schools. Improvements made by students
in math met the objectives set by the schools,
also. At the high school level, most of the
important objectives dealing with reading and
math were met by the majority of the students.*

C. Area Ill

Regular School Year
Area III evaluators have measured student gain in

reading and math_ over two different periods of time or
testing cycles, evaluation of their project objective
"Project participants in grades 3-8 will attain a stan-
dard score in reading equal to that obtained during the
previous year."

The data is reproduced here in graphic summary
fashion and represent achievement gain scores for
students as well as providing inforMation on results of
different testing cycles. Refer to charts.

The objective criterion states that scores will
equal those obtained during the.previous year. To
measure this objective, data were gathered 'for
grades 4, 6 and 8 comparing spring '74 with
spring '75. The results seem *to,.,indicate slight
decline. However, when comparing these with the

_fall to spring period, it appears as though the
decline is experienced over the summer months.
Consequently, the fall to sp'ring data are. con-
sidered as more appropriate measures of what
actually happened during the instructional
periods.

'In conckAion, it can be said that when viewing
the standard score mean data for grades 3-8 for
the fall td spring time period, the reading

objective has been achieved. However, when
looking at the spring to spring period the

c

Bengel, No an R. and Dean W. Forbes. Area II Disadvan- Virnig, Jerome J. Area III4Disadvantaged Child Evaluation
taged Child aluation Reporr, Summer 1975, ESEA, Title I, Report, 1974-75, ESEA, Title I, Portland, OR: School District

Portland OR: chool District No. 1, 1975. -22, No. 1, 1975.

students do less well. The breakdown of. achieve-
ment by category (increase, same, decrease) also
indicates a hig h. degree of success when looking at'
the fall to spring period.

Conclusions about arithmetic achievement are
as follows:

1. Primary grade students made greater gains
than middle'and upper grade students.

2. More students met or exceeded the
objective criterion that failed to meet it.**

3.
.
Summary of Achievement Data.

Achievement scores frOm the limited subsample of
Title I projects show that student grade level gains
ranged from approximately 1/2 to 1 month for every
month in regular term .programs. Summer term
programs show 1 month grade level gain for each
month of instruction as a conservative gain score with
many students recording much greater gain.

There seems to be no consistent pattern within tests
or across tests to indicate that children perform
according to their estimated
regular term Stanford Reading
exceptionally large gains for
grades.

D. Cooperatives

ability flotential. The
Diagnostic Test records
students* in the upper

, Forty-five school. di;tricts merged to form eleven
cooperative Title I projects. $174,813 (total) was
allocated to these districts. The 356 target children
were involved almost entirely in reading objectives,
with scattered objectives in the language arts (1),
attitudes (1), cultural enrichment (1), basic skills (2),,
physical hialth (1), and mental health (1).

_ E. Year-Round Schools

Four yearound school districts participated in the
Title I prograPn in FY 75. These four school districts
received '$90,663 of the FY 75 Title I allocation.
Objectives in reading, math, readiness skills, and
self-concept were developed for the 426 students.

F. Projects in Institutions, for Neglbcted and Delin-
quent Children.

1. Education and Children's Services Division

Title I, ESEA is concerned with helping education-
ally disadvantaged children succeed in school, nation-
ally and in the State of Oregon. Educationally disad-
vantaged children are found in school districts, state-
funded private agencies, and in state-operated facilities.
Some of these children in, the public schools and all of
them in state-funded or operated facilfities are wards of
the state. A high ,propcirtion of the, children who are
'state. wards 'may be described as Iiiducationally dis-
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Regular School Year

Reading

Average
Grade
Level

Grades Gains

Number
of

Students test

CHAiRT 15

Student Achievement Data
Portland Public Sehools

Area I h.

Mathematics
/

Average
Grade Number
Level
Gains

tuodef

Test.

and 2 .5 174 SRA Mastery
3-8 .8* 835 CTBS .6 809 CTBS
9-12 .9*' 297 CTBS .4 1 275 CTBS

1,306 1,084
Summer School

Reading

Average Avehge
Gain Number Gain , Number

, g . (Weighted of (Weighted ! of
Grades Means) Students .Test ; Means) i 8tudents

1-8 . .15* I 300 I Gates MacG ini tie .52* I 299
9-12 1.07* I 45 I Gates MacGinitie 1.11* 1 44

345 343

; Mathematics

Langua' ge Arts

Average
Grade Number
Level of
Gains Students Test

Test

Stanford Achievement
Stanford Achievement

823
.6 I 275'

1,098

CTBS

C- TBS

.

*Weighted means marked with an asterisk are those cited by Portland Area 1 evaluators as having met or
surpassed the stated objectives.

+1 Err Est

Grade 3

CHART 16

PORTLA4CHIEVEMENT DATA FOR AREA II

Grade 5 Grade 7 °

-:46

kErr Est

Average Departure of Achievement froiPredicated Performance for Grades 3; 5, and 7; percentages
of one standard error of estimate.

-.46--
v -.53

_
READING

MATH

34
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CHART 17

FALL 1974, SPRINd1975 TESTINe CYCLE
M SCORE MEANS FOR READING AND MATH

AREA III, PORTLAND

SUBJECT

Reading
Math

)
rRa Scores

GRADES N .'Fall 74 Spring '76 CHANGE
. ,

3-8 538 ... 38.6 40.0
'Ilit 3-8 -559 .

40.4 41.3 + .9
+1.4

'

ERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING STANDARb
SCO ES EQUAL TO THAT,OBTAI NED THE PREVIOUS YEAR

ot,

. SUBJECT' ..:6 RAD ES. N Fall '74 Spring '75 CHANGE

Ni Scores

.. ...,

Readirg
Math

.., A

,., 3-8
-. 368

Gracifts . N
..- y

. .
538

.. 559..

No.
Pre-Posb,

38.6
- 40.4

Taking
Both

Reading '3-8? i 7-12 123 . 76

Mah 3-8 985 576 58'f

40.0
41.3

Increase Same
N %- N %

30.1 55 38 7

9 339 62*

310 54 27 5

337 59*

+1.4
+ ,9

Decrease
N %

206

239 41

*62 percent of the students met the reading objective while 59 percent of the math students
met their objective as measured by instructional yearor fall-to-fall testing.

4
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advantaged and are in need of help to succeed
school. Children who are wards of the court are under
the jurisdiction of Children's Services.Division which
acts as legal custodian and legal,guardian.

2. Mission of Children's Services Division

"The mission of the Children's Services Division is
to administer, coordinate, develop and Provide social

services for children and their families essential to
assure the physical, mental, emotional and social
well-being of children" while exercising the minimurn
intervention necessary.'

3. Services for Children Receiving Care "out-of-
home" by Children's Services Division.

Many public school'children in the State of Oregon
do not live in their own homes. Most of these children
are wards of the state under .. the jurisdiction of
Children's Services Division of the State of Oregon,
Department of HUman Resources. These children also
receive Title I assistanCe.

. 4. Children's Services Division Children Educated in

Public Schools.

Children's serviceS Division purchases several kinds
of services for these children. The most widely known
care Service is "family foster care" where children are
temporily placed when conditions exist which makes it
impossible for the child to remain in the parents'
home. There are also "group foster care," "parole

group care!' and "independent living" arrangements for
children whose needs can best be mOt by these

substitute types of services. ,

There are over 50 facilities where children live who
are adjudicated by the court as neglected or delin-
queht. These facilities are variously called child care
centers, shelter evaluation centers, ranches, camps, etc.

Nearly all of the 335 children attend the public school
in the school district where the facility is located.

5. Children's Services Division Children Educated in
State and Private Agencies.

"13rivate child caring agencies" are contracted to
care for 530 children. The education .is provided by
local public school districts through contract by
Children's Services Division. The "state training
schools," Hillcrest and MacLaren, house delinquent
children in Oregon who are committed by juvenile
court action. The only way children can be placed. at
Hillcrest or MacLaren is through a court order.

In addition, Children's Services Division contracts
for the care and treatment of children who are severely
emotionally disturbed. There are six such "treatment
centers" in the slate with a capacity of 136 children.
These younger children are not adjudicated delinquent.
The flow chart on page 29 describes the delivery of
services to Children's Services Division children and

'Children Services Division and Progrants, Dec. 1975, Chil-
dren's Services Division, Salem, OR.

gives the number of children cared for in each type of ,
facility as of October 1975.

6. Title I in Institutions for Neglected and Delin-
quent Children.

Title I, ESE4 provides for the allocation of money
to state agencies, Orivate agencies' and the smaller
facilities which provide care for delinquent children.

. RegMations governing use of this money are consistent
with regulations governing similar expenditures in

school districts. Allocations to ranches, child care
centers, group homes, evaluation centers, etc., where

children are educated in the local school districts', are
based on the same per.child amount as school district
allocations. State operated agencies and state funded
private agency allocations are based on a somewhat
higher per child figure.

7. Title I Projects in Delinquent Facilities. ,

Twent facilities for neglected and delinquent child-
ren had Ti e I projects funded through local school
districts wit a total allocation of $53,817. Twelve of
the.grants were $2,500 or less; six were $2,50.1-$5,000;
and two were for over $5,000.

Districts inclicated there were 273 students partici-
pating in the regular term project and 227 participating
in the summer term projects; all of whom were in
grades 7-12. The number of participants is distorted,
however, by' the high turnover in some facilities.

Academic and basic skills taught in these LEA
projects were related to practical living situations
wherever possible to bring relevance to the subject

matter. Eight of the 20 facilities developed objectives

relating to career preparation, including exposureto
various vocation* awareness of jobs available, salaries,

on-the-job routines and paid employment. Objectives

in basic skills which were keyed to these practical living
situations were: reading, 12 institutions; language arts,
9 institutions; math, 12 institutions; mental health

(self-concept), 4 institutions; attitudes (toward school),

4 institutions; and basic skills, 5 institutions, Seven

institutions used field trips into the community as a
vehicle for encour'iging students to de'velop composi-
tion and reading skills as well as for providing cultural
awareness and imProvement of social behavior.

Two programs, Valade Group Home in Cove,

Oregon, and J-Bar-J Ranch in Bend, Oregon, have
developed activity-based cognitive curriculums which
provide for basic skill learning as a part of a "hands
on" activity or project.

Star Gulch Ranch, in cooperation with Medford
Public Schools, has installed a computer terminal tied

to the Medford School District computer. Star Gulch
Ranch students take advantage of several basic skill

programs available.
.

Youth Adventures i4Jregon City, has hired 4 Title

I liaison person to c rdinate students' educational
activities between the school district and the facility
helping students to succeed in high school.

-25-
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8, Title I Projects in State Agencies and Private
Child Caring Agencies

There are two state agencies, Mac Laren and Hillcrest
Training Schkols, where the statioperates the school
program. Thdke are nine private child caring ageneies
who contract wi'th the Children's Services Division for
care of children. The education for children in these
child caring agencies is contracted by Children's
Services Division from local school districts. Children
in both the two state agencies and the private child
caring agencies live in and are educated at the
institution. .

The two state institutions and nine state-funded
private agencies for neglected and delinquent children
indicated a total of 520 participants in FY 1975. These
institutions were funded $321,284 Jon their Title I

projects. These projects are supplementary-to themain
educational program and focus on the children in most
need of help. Nearly all institutions and private
agencies run year-round projects. Some provide supple-
mentary help only through the summer months.

, The program objectives of the institutional projects
emphasized behavioral chaige and the improvement of
self-esteem as well as the traditional academic objec-
tives of readilig (9 institutions), language arts (5
institutions), and math (9 institutions). Three institu-
lions used home economics classes not only to teach
the skills oeSewing, meal preparationtand planning, but
also. for identifying possible occupational areas which
are related to home economics. Field trips were
planned to motels, clothing stores, and home decora-
ting agencies to illustrate the relevance of what was
being taught, and to prepare fqr job opbortunities in
the retail and food industries. Thrie.other institutions
indicated they designed art classes to involve students
in a positive classroom situation, which involved
psychomotor skills as well as basic education skills.
These art classes helped improve the student's attitude
toward school and improved attendance. Physical
education classes were used by three institutions for
development of both gross and fine mstor skills arid
also social interaction skills. (

The largest of the state operated agencies, Hillcrest
and MacLaren, have their own campus schools and do
not contract services from a public school district.
Chart 21 details the educational programs available at
MacLaren and Hillcrest. Achievement data for these
institutions has not been compiled due to the variety
of the projects and testing patterns and the small
samples resulting.

G. Oregon State Corrections

Three state correctional facilities are allocated Title
I funds to serve educationally disadvantaged youth
who are under 21 years of age and do not have a high
school diploma. Oregon State Correctional I nstitutiqn
(OSCI) with its predominantly "under 21" population
receives the major share of. the funds, $67,581, while .

317

Oregon *State 'Penitentiary and the Oregon Women's
Correctional Center, with few people under 21 years of.
age, receive a much smaller amount, $6,391 and
$3,652 respectively.

The Title I program was basically developed at OSCI
branching into the State Penitentiary and the Women's
Center. Major emphasis during FY 1975 was establish-
ment of a Basic Skills Learning Center and Career
Counseling segment utilizing the. Carder Information
System Computer program. Learning Cen5,er tutors
began working at the State Penitentiary and Women's

--Oenter during the FY 1975 summer.
Third party evaluator, Leo Myers, reported the

following about the correction's project:

"The Third Party Evaluator's report covers
planning and management activities during Fiscal
Year 1975 but it covers instructional activities in
detail beginning on March 3, 1975, when the
Learning Center commenced operations.

"The First Instructional Objective, 'Develop
attainable career goals for each student,' was
achieved 100 percent at Oregon State Correc-
tional Institution. Career plans were developed
for each of the 34 ESEA eligible students. These
are a matter of ecord and were noted and spot

checked by th Evaluator. No records were
available that 4areer goalS were developed for
ESEA eligibles t the Oregon State Penitentiary
or the Oregon Women's Correction Center. I n

were sati led with the manner in whisb_they had
OSCI students told the evaluator they

been ccanseled in developing career plans and
they expressed 'satisfaction with asiistarice
received in usir4 the Career Information,Service
and other occupational information materials.

'The Second Instructional Objective, 'Moti-
vate and assist each student to attain his highest
level of acaderrric, vocational, social and econo-
mic development,' contained three,subobjectives
that called for specified grade level gains or
attainment of a GED or high, school diploma.
However, the time periods specified (four months
to Six months) had not yet elapsed by June 30,
1975. Thus, the evaluator could only note that
five students had accomplished their goals- in
shOrter time tian was stated in the subobjectives
and advise the staff .to continue to examine the
subobjectives relative to students' cognitive
achievement in terms of whether the times
specified are realaic.

'Relative to instruction, the ev ator made
tw suggesti ons:

That Project Staff exarnine its objective of
'inde endent learning by the student' for poten-
tial incompatibility with Project objectives that
call for attainment of specified gains in grade
level placement (or attainment of a GED or
diploma) in specified periods of time.

V.



CHART 18

SPRING 1974, SPRING 1975 TESTING CYCLE
M SCORE MEANS FOR READING AND MATH

AREA Ili, PORTLAND

SUBJECT GRADES N - Spring

r---- M Scores---1
I

'74 Spring '75. CANGE

Reading 4,6,8 167 42.3 40.9 -1.4
Math 4,6,8 162 43.7 42.1 -1.6

PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING STANIiARD
SCORES EQUAL TO THAT OBTAINED THE PREV OUS YEAR

Subject Grades N
No.

Pre-Post
Taking

Both
Increase
N %

Same
N %

lyading 3-8 313 193 62 61 32 16 8

N

1 77 40*

Math 4,6,8 355 162 46 54 33 14 9

68 42*

Decreaie
N %4

116 60

94 '64t6c

- *40 perCent of the students met the reading objective while 42 percent of the math students
met their objective as measured on the ipring-spring testing cycle.
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LOCAL EDUCATIONAFiENCIES

33,088 STUDENTS

$10,785,949

NEGLECTE D,

DELINQUENT

CHILDREN

273 STUDENTS

$53,811

CUSTODIAL

RESPONSIBILITY

CHART 19

TOTAL OREGON TITCE I FUNDS EXPENDENN Pt 1975

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DEPT, OF HUMAN

RPSOURCEs

$1,422,542

DIVISIONS

Lt

CORRECTIONS

380 STUDPITS

$77,624

"=01,11~

1M=Miy..

MENTAL

HEALTH

$941,050

DEPARTMENT

OF c
EDUCATION it

$430,826

SCHOLS

FOR

DEAF

BLIND

$139,880

STATE

PENITENTIARY

48 STUDENTS

$6,391

REGIONAL

FACILITIES

$579,634

NEGLECTED,

DELINQUENT

CHILDREN

520 STUDENTS

,$321,284

STATE

CORRECTIONAL
INSTITUTION

325 STUDENTS

$67,581

*NMI

This evaluation does not include data on handicapikd children,

nor children involved in Mental Health programs,

' WOMEN'S

CORRECTIONAL
CENTER

7 STUDENTS

$3,652

4

HOSPITAL

SCHOOLS

$381,416

=Yam

HOSPITAL L
SCHOOLS'

$78,840

FACILITIES

REGIONAL1

$211,925

1



CHART 20

CM' "OUT OF HOME PLACEMENT" DELIVERY SYSIM FOR CHILDREN

AGES 0-18

CHILDREN LIVING IN THEIR OWN HOME

Cr .DREi,!S

.iERVICES iA SION

iFIAKS
17'

SHELTER

CARE

157 CHILDREN

SHELTER

EVALUATION

50 CHILDREN

"ADOLESCENT

TREATMENT

CENTER

0 CHILDREN

CSD

REFERRAL

ADOPTION

4-4
172 CHILDREN

4

JUVENILE

COURT

A

STATE

TRAINING

SCHOOL

357 CHIPREN

PAROLE

393 CHILDREN

4

ftnraion.p.m.. Lrri

WOR

STUDY

CAMPS

35 CHILDREN

DETENTION

PAROLE PROJECT

FOSTER PICTURE

CARE

112 CHILDREN 10 CHILDREN

7T-.
FAMILY GROUP INDEPENDENT CHILD PRIVATE TREATMENT

FOSTER FOSTER LIVING CARE AGENCIES CENTERS

CARE CARE CENTERS

3,566 CHILDREN 88 CHILDREN 22 CHILDREN 333 CHILDREN 530 CHILDREN' 136 CHILDREN

t
*Children's Services Division

''Proposed Mental Health Division Program
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COMMUNITY

PROGRAMS

A. Probation

B. Foster Co

C. %Hare

D. Mental Health

E. Mult Court

F. Other

A

JUVENILE

COURT

V

CHILDRENS

SERVICES

DIVISION

mrworm=..
CLIENT

Referred By

A. Lew Enforcement

B. Schools

, C. Other

I. Welf aro

2. Community

3. Frilly

43

CHART 21

EDUCATIONAL4OGRAMS AVAILABLE AT MecLAREN SCHOOL FOR BOYS

MecLAREN

RECEPTION

CENTER

A, Needs Attament

I. Physical

2, Toting

a. Madera

b. Other

3, Personality Inventory

4, Interest Survey

5, Other (As Needed)

I. Psychological

b, Psychletric

c. Other

B, Home & Community

1, Records

a. Medical

b. School

c, 1.e6l

2, Field Counselor Report

8. Home

b. Family

c, Community

Reamlnendations

C. Crpile Informetion

D. Raer Client

PAROLE VIOLATOR

UNIT

A, NeedeAtuument (If Necelisty)

B. Home &tornmuriily '

1, Actitionel Records

C. Conpile Information

D. Refer Client

4

LORD

SCHOOL

A. Ro4ulted Crag Clew:

I. Junior High

2, Senior HO

B. Elective Claim

C. Special Eduotion

0, P.S. & Hulth

E. PreAloctarial Cletus

F. Work Expsdance

1, Campus & Conmunity

G, G.E.O Preperation

H. Coed Sports

I. Carolling

J. Testing

K. Recration

4

TITLE I & D)

SPEED

A. Special Education

B. Salo-Behavioral Modificetion

C. Electives

D. Conmunity Proteco

E. Cconseling

F. Toting

VOCATIONAL

A. 'rating

B. Crew Et1Jcition

C. Training

D. Experience

E. Joh Plicenint

dAMPS

A. Rowe

.8. Tillemook

PROJECT

PICTURE

A16 Client's Re-Envy

Ira Multnomeh County

DSSII
(SECURE UNIT)

A. Required Credit

Clasies

1, Junior High

2, Senior High

B. Electives

C. Speciel Education

D. F,E, & Health

E; 6,5,0. Preperelion

F. Counuling

G. Toting

RE.ASSESSM T

OF CLIE

NE

A. Client Cue RevIrs

B, Arininittotive Review

C, Unsling
D. Totine

E. Stiff Intenction

F. Reevaluetlon

G. Achustment of Program

GROUP

LIVING

A. Moll

B. Client Interaction

C, Raretion

O. Sleeping

E. Counollrq HILLCREST

TERMINATION

Adlumunt To Solty

PLACEMENT

A. Poole

B. Fats Care

C. OutOfStett

D. latitutionel Tatter

E. Terminetion

RETURN

CLIENT

Parole Violator

B Foto Care Failure

C. Other

LAW

VIOLATOR

44



CHART 22

ACADEMIC SKILLS DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS THROUGH SUPPLEMENTARY INSTRUCTION AVAILABLE TO AN

ESEA TITLE I ELIGIBLE RESIDENT UPON ENTERING THE OREGON ADULT CORRECTIONS INSTITUTION

Options
Admission and prior to
Orientation to receiving

the Institution ) GED or
for two (21 high

weeks. school

diploma.al111111=

0

Part.time

Learning Center

Full.

time instruction

to GED or ecadem .

ic development.

Max. 3 ha,

in ltC.

(*mime
assignment in

L.C. while in VT

for GED or aca .

demic development

Maximum of 2

hrs. in Learn.

ing Center.

Parttime

L.C. & part
time reg. school

VT for GED or

icademic develop.

ment. Maximum of

2 hours in.

OPTION 4 LC.

1
NOTE:

Student Options (Prior GED/
MD)
I. Options 1.7 available prior

to attain GED, high school

diploma or desired aca .

dem ic goal,

2: Options 6 and 7 used until

entry into Title I Learning

Center (no Title I involve.

ment until entry into

Learning Center),

45

oP?

9

Full or

part.time in

regular school

for high

school

diploma.

Independ.

ent cell study

for GED,high

school diploma or

academic develop.

ment. Malls &
guidance by

L.C.

Full ,

or parttime
in regular

school

for GED.

Part.time Options

L.C. & pert.

time reg, sch.

subsequent

to resin
for adult high

.
inTGED

in L.C.

or hoighschool diploma.

Maximum 3 hrs,

diploma

5.

NOTE:

Options (post.

GEDINSD)

Options 4, 5, end

6. no Title I
involvement.

Part.time

Learning Center

for academic im .

provement relating

to skill develop.

ment while in

a VT.

Part.time

Learning Center

and pert.time

regular school

for high

school

diploma.

Individual

cell study for

post-GED academ .

ic improvement.

enrichment. Nat'l

guidance by

Learning

Center,

KEY

P,T., .Pert.Time

L.C, Learning Center

V.T. ocatIonal

Training School

B.S, Regular School

Hre. -Per Dey

GED . .Generel EducatIonel

Development

Certificate (high

school equivalency

diPlornal

HSD .High School

Diploma

Leaming Center

Mangler
ItCM

OPTION (Pre-GED/HSD)

Selected jointly by student and ESEA Ace.

demic Counselor through agreement on a plan

for supplementary academic :kill development,

approved by the Project Coordinator, con.

curred in by the AcedemIc Review Committee

of the Institution with final approval by his

Institution counselor.

s1124t4

NS, %4'

d, 91,

College

classes of in

terest through

regular ectool,

evening

classes,

regular

for
diplomapart.
time

In

school

high school

or full.
lime,

Roger
school for

specific 8Ca

demicLmprovement,

General

part.time.

OPTIONS

Options

recommended

Counselor,

nator,

Supervisor

ccunielor.

Options

ted

Academic

Institution

(Pott.GEDIHSDI

1,2,3: Selected by...the-student and

by his LCM and ESEA Academic'

concurred in by the Project Coordi.' ,

approved by the Institution Academic

for final approval by his Inetitution

4,6,6 (no Title 1 involvement): Sisk.

by the student, approved by the Inetitution

Supervisor for final approval by his

oounselor.
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2. That Learning Managers' recommended
lessons and activities for each student be 'staffed' . '

to help assure that maximum utilization of
Learning Center resources is brought to bear
upon helping each student attain his career goal.

"Relative to management, the evaluator sug-
gested:

1. That additional space be acquired for the
LearniVig Center, separate from the Institution
Library, to provide an instructional environment
more conducive of effective teaching and
learning.

A

2. That, to the extent security requirements
permit, the distraction of passersby in the hall-
way adjacent to the Learning Center be reduced
through the use of dripes, screens or other
means.

"The number of students using the Learning
'Center is increasing rapidly. The project goal, 40
students using the Learning Center each ot the

CHART 23

0

i-
six hourS of instrifction each day, was 50 percent
attained by thAe 'erid ,of M'ay 197S."

"The following flow chart, although rough
and preliminaiif, indicates the acaderrlic options
students may, choon when enrolled . in an

instructional learning activity.
"Upon arrival of students at the institutions,

most have not seen their needs served by public
education, .although they do understand the
necessity of earning a living.

"It has , been determined that some way is
needed to motivate these resident students
concerning academic and personal
self-improvement.

"It has been observed that skill development
can be uied successfully as a motivational factor
to move the ninety percent (90%) drop-out
ESEA eligible student population into a learning
activity. These studénis respond to educational
activittes where they can understand how success
in a vqcational endeavor relates to success in an
academic area.

"Accordihgly, options indicated on the flow
chart provide the student with a choice that he
can best relate to his needs."

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN INVOLVED
IN TITLE I BY GRADE LEVEL

-
REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR

. , I ,

LEA Projects 'EP 160 972 3,074 3,626 3,367 3,223 2,564 2,151 1,858 1,385 1,489 886 428 323 25,484

LEA Coops - 25 39 52" 39 43 29 37 18 37 19 13 5 - 358

LEA Nonpublic 43 136 87 90 113 110 23 17 , 2a, , 13 7 - - 659

Portland Projects 215 447 642 624 676 546 559 476 480 l 448 466 281 149 ' 63 - 6,072

Portland Nonpublic - - 22 28 30 32 34 42 29 27 --, - -- - 244

Institutions for
Neglected and Delinquent -- - -- - 14 41 66 76 68 8 - 273

SUBTOTAL 375 1,419 3,806 4,453 4,212 3,930 3,313 2,808 2,441 1,936 2.078 1,255 663 399 - 33,088'

SUMMER SCHOOL PROJEoTS

UA Projects EP 20 352 918 984 878 794 6-§4 580 252 120 158 108 76 38 - 5,972

LEA Coops -- 14 25 28 20 10 13 21 10 4 -- -- -- 145

LEA Nonpublic - 27 33 20 7 7 13 - 3 -- - 3 -- 113

Portla-1 Projects 14 100 186 157 156 183 121 130 84 101 57 47 .24 28 -- 1,388

Portland Nonpublic -- 4 25 24 24 22 21 16 19 16 -- -- - - 171

Institutions for
Neglected and Dehnquent -- - -- - -- 5 24 '45 80 67 6 227

SUBTOTAL 34 470 1,181 1,226 1,098 1,016 856 760 370 268 260 235 170 72 -- 8,016

STATE AGENCIES

.0

Institutions for
Neglected and Delinquent 11 13 11 12 9 15 19 33 69 ' 144 110 ' 43 26 - 520

Corrections OSP-48 DWCC-7 OSCI-325 380 380

YEAR-ROUND SCHOOL 50 53 51 54 53 60 82 23 -- -- - - .- 426

SUB-TOTAL . 11 63 64 63 63 68 79 115 92 144 110 43 26 380 1,326
.

TOTALS 420 1,894 5,050 5,743 5,373 5,009 4,237 3,647 2,926 2,296 2,482 1,600 . 87,6, 497 380 42,430

'Excluding Portland 47
-32-



SELECTED PROJECT'DATA AND TRENDS

A. Student Participation in Title I: Charts 23, 24, 25.

In FY 1975, a total of 31,556 Oregon students were
enrolled in Title I projects for the regular term and
7,360 for the summer term. An unduplicated count for
the year is not available because some studenis were
enrolled in both regular and summer term projects.

Charts 24 and 25 show that Title I in Oregon
predominantly enrolls students from the primary
grades. Peak enrollment occurs in the first four grades,
with a steady decline in enrollment from Grade 5
through high school. Public school enrollment in
'primary grades (excluding Port law)) is distributed as
follows for the regular term: 12% in Grade 1; 14% in
Grade 2; and 13% in Grade 3. Summer term enrollment
is most highly concentrated in Grade 2 (16.61%), with
15.37% in Grade,1 and 14.7% in Grade 3. Both regular
and sumrher terms enrolled 13% fourth graders in Title
I programs. In FY 1972, the largest percentage of Title
I students for both regular and summer terms was also
in the second grade.

The breakdown of Portland's Title I enrollment
differs slightly from that of the rest of the state.
Enrollment percentages in the regular term are more
evenly distributed in the elementary grades with 7 to
10% of the children in each grade, levels 1 through and
including Grade 9. fhis contrasts with the sti
concentration of enrollment in Grades 1-4.

The summer term for Portland is more ratic than
the regular term. The enrollment s at the first
grade and the fourth grade (13%) and then declines
irregularly.

In comparing high school grade levels, Portland and
the LEA's statewide are very similar. Both involve a
small percentage of the students and decline from the
tenth to the twelfth grade.

B. Percent of Students in Major Instructional Areas:
Charts 26, 27. 4

. Many Title I students participated in more than one
instructional area and have been counted more than
once. A larger percentage of summer term students
participate in more than one instructional area than
regular term students.* In Portland Title I projects,
participation in more than one instructional area is.
especially high, with 71% or Tore of the students
participating in at least three instructional areas during
the regular term, and four areas during the summer
term. Because of the multiple participation in instruc-
tional areas by single students, the total percentage of
participating students reported on the charts will not
total 100.

Percentages in FY 1973 and FY 1974 reports are not directly
comparable. FY 1974 support services percentages were
figured on the basis of the tot& population served by Title I.
FY 1973 percentages were based on the small percentage of
the total Title I population that received Title 4 support
services. -33-

In FY 1975, regular term projects (excluding
Portland) enrolled a total of 81.9% of Title I public
sthool students in reading, and 7.6% in language arts.
Math enrollment jumped from 5% in FY 1973 to 18%
ill FY 1974 to 20.1% in FY 75. Enrollment in all other
ihstructional areas was 10% or less, as follows: 2.7% in
cultural enrichment activitiei, an insignificant amount
in vocational education;and 3.3% in preschool. (See
Chart 26.)

Portland enrollment over three-fourths of their Title
I public school students in each of three areas-88.14%
in reading, 50.8% in language arts, and 81.6% in
math/science, with 21.36% in cultural enrichment
activities. These percentages include the high rate of
student participation in more than one instructional
area.'(See Chart 27.)

Summer term projects (excluding Portland) enrolled
92% of Title I public school students in reading and
language arts, in contrast to 88% in regular term
projects. Other instructional areas with relatively high
summei term enrollment in FY 1975 are: 41% in
math/science; 5% in cultural enrichment; and 16% in
"other" activities.

Portland enrolled a high percentage of Title I

summer students in the three basic skill areas of
reading (96.61%), language arts (50.43%), and math/
science (88.83%). Other major concentrations of Port-
land summer enrollment were 32.78% in cultural
enrichment and 6.19% in the vocational education
category. Again,,these percentages reflect the high rate
of student participation in more than one instructional

a.

C. Expenditures in Instructional Areas: Charts 28, 29.

I nstructional activities for public school students in
FY 1975, received $6,768,877 in Title I funds (exclud-
ing Portland). Chart 28 shows the distribution of
expenditures in the following instructional areas: 75%
for reading, 4% for language atts, 12% for math, 1-3%
for each of the remaining instructional areas, and 5%
for the "other" catego

Expenditures fo u mer term Title I instructional
programs increa fr $592,603 in FY 1973 to
$686,186 in F 1 to $712,750 in FY 1975
(excluding Por: d). This increase still remained far
below the $1, 6,438 spent in FY 1972. The distri-
bution of funds acic--. Ording to instructional areas is: 65%
for reading, .74% for language arts, 20.7% for math/
science, 3.9% for preschool activities, and 3.3% for
cultural enrichment activities. The "other" category
spent 5.4% on summer' term instructional areas.

Portland spent $1,668,956 on regulayerm Title I
instruction with 44.92% for reading, 14.02% for
language arts, 27.42% for math/science, and 12.75% in
prekindergarten and kindergarten. Portland's summer
term projects spent 46.13% of $125,060 for instruc-
tion in reading, 9.8% for language arts, 31.72% in
math/science, 8.6% ih cultural enrichment activities,
and 3% in the rest of the areas. (See Chart 29.)

4 8
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LEA Projects-Portland Excluded

Reading

Language Arts and/or
Communicatiorfs

.Qth and/or
Science

Cultural EnrichmeU

Vocational Education

Pre.Kindergarten
and Kindergarten

Other

Reading

Language Arts and/or
Communications

Math andlor
Science

Cultural Enrichment

Vocational Education

P ndergarten
and Kindergarten

Other

St

CHART.26

Percent of Public School Title I Students in Major Instructional Areas

Percent of Students

10 20 30 40 50 sci . 70 80 100

20.1%

INSIGNIFICANT
1%

Regular

Summer

Weighted Estimate:
Regular term enrollment 25,484
Summer term enrollment 5.972

'Not unduplicated count

CHART 27

Percent of Portland Public School Title I Students in Major Instructional Areas

Percent of Students

Percent of Students

PORTLAND

10 20 30 40 50 6.0 70 80 90 100

88.14%

96.61%

50.43%

88.83%

21.36%

32.78%

2.17%

None

3 53%

RegUlar

Summer

Weighted Estimate:
Regular term enrollment
Summer term enrollment

'Not unduplicated count

6,072

5 0
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Reading

Language Arts

Math

Cultural Enrichment

Vocational Education

Pre K indergarten
and Kindergarten

Other

CHART 28
LEA Projects-Portland Exduded

Percent of Public School Project Expenditures by Major Instructional Areas in Stets of Oregon'

Percent of Expenditures
to,

10 20 40 70

'401' WO.

4%

.74%

12%

I 20.70

31%

Insignificant

3.72%

53%
. 3.9%

'MI5%
5,4%

'EXcluding Portland

75%

65,8%

100

Nulor Win 1.1.`M Summer lefrIl
Weighted Estimate:

Regular terrn expenditure S6,768,877.
Summer term expenditure S 712,750

CHART 29
PORTLAND

Percent of Public School Project Expenditures by Major Instructional Areas in Stets of Oregon' .

Percent of Expenditures

Reading

Language Arts

Math

Cultural Enrichment

Vocational Education

Pre.Kindergarten
snd Kindergarten

Other

10 30 40 50 60 70 8 90 100

44.92%

14.02%

9 83%

27.42%

31,72%

8.6%

33%

1.75%

12.75%

1.89%

None

46.13%

1

Regular term expenditure $1,668,956
Summer term. expenditure 5 125,060

E xclud i ng Portland

51
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LEA Projects
Portland Excluded Types of School Personnel Employed with Title I Funds

CHART 34
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Types of School Personnel Employed with Title) Funds
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Stutlenliu*y.ina, SupportServices:
Chars 30, 31.

The percentage of Title I public school students
receiving support services through FY 1975 -regular
term projects is most highly concentrated in the areas
of fransportation (10.6%) and guidance counseling
(6.03%). (See Chart 30) The remaining support services
assisted about.1-6% of the students.

In the summer term, the percentage of Title I public
school students, receiving support services is highest in
the areas Of transportation (45.74%), food (23.1%),
and guidance counseling (13.99%).

Portland students received Title I funded support
services as do other public school. studenrt. The most
important support service for Portland's regular term
projects is social work, serving 6% of participating
students, witivradditional -support in guidance counsel-
ing (4%), and food services (3%).

The Portland students in 'the summer program are
receiving similar support services to those of the LEA
statewide summer. program. The highest cOncentration
of students redeiving support services is in the area of
food (.12.1%). Other areas with a large involvement of
Students are social work (6.12%) and transportation
(8.14%).

.

E.' Expenditures for Support Services.: "Charts 32, 33.

Support services constitute 6% of the total reported
expenditures for Title I in FY 1975. Regular term

,.expenditures of $437,412 fOr public school Title I

students (excluding Portland) were primarily for uuid-
ance counseling (41%). The remaining expendir ires are
primarily transportation (8%), medical sely...:es
(12%), an ttendance (8%), 23% of the expenditures
were for her" services. Support serviceF for the
summer term cost $112,132 in FY 1975, distributed
primarily for transportion (50.97%), food (6.54%),
and gilidance counseling (18.16%), with ") distri-
buted among other areas. (See Chart-32.)

Rortland's main support service expenditures arelor
...social workers and guidance counselors. Regular term
spending for Portland's TitleI support services totals

.; $137,244 and only $5,296 for the summer term.
32.13% of regular and 17% of summer term expendi-

:tures were for social work services, with an additional
23.65%, for guidance counseling during the regular

Fciod services were 35.74% of support service
.expenditures in the summer term. A curriculum project
tabulated under "other" expended 38.42% o:

'summer term supPort monies and 21.96% of tie
.regular term monies. (See Chart 33.)

F. Related Title I Activities: Charts 3442.

1. The main types of school personnel employed
with Title I funds are teacher aides and elementary
teachers. Over, half of the Title.' personnel were aides
in the regular term, closely followed by elementary

5 5
40-

teachers. School personnel employed with Title I funds
during the summer, closely follow those of the regular
school term. The number of elementary school
teaclfrs is greater (39.07%) during the summer than
dUilTg the regular term (25%) but the number of aides
employed is less (31.86%). More is spent in the areas of
Supervision and nurses services during the summer term
than the regular term. (See Chart 34.)

Portland 'reflects the same pattern as other school
districts. Portland also employed student aides during
the summer term, accounting for a large percentage of
the "other" category on Chart 35.

2. Teacher and teacher aide in-service for Title I

projects showed a 2% decrease during the regular term
and an 11% increase during the sumrIner term for FY
1975,as compared to FY 1974. The common Modes of
instruction used are on-the-job training, workshops,
college credit coursework, and information exchange
meetings. (See Chart 36.)

3. Parent membership in Title I Parent Councils
increased 5% between FY 1974 and FY 1975 in regular
term and increased 6%.summer gterm. Membership of
teachers and other &Creased 4%, with the percentage
'of members from sChool administration remaining
constant the regular term, add decreasing in the
summer term 6%.(See Chart 37.)

-

nt of districts "that repont they have
changed or Item& the,,,regular term instructional
program asia result of regular term Title I projects
dramaticafly increased from 49% in FY 1972 to 60% in
FY 1973 then dropped to 51% in FY.1974 and 40% in
FY 1975. The impact of summer term Title I projects
on the regular term instructiorral program conlnued
the trend with reported changes rising from 21% in FY
1972 to 61% in FY 1973 arid ctropping to 45% in FY
1974 and 40% in FY 1975. (See Chart 38.)

4. The per

5. The number of LEA's absorbing Title I program
costs into their local budgets, freeing Title I funds for
new programs, increpsed 8% in the regular term, from
10% in FY 1973 to 18% in FY 1974. The summer term
showed a decrease of 12%, from 18 to 6%. (See Cs'art
39:)

6. Newspapers, bulletins, newsletters, and letters
Ahome -to parents continue to be the most common

methods used for disseminating project information.
During regular school term, conferences and visitations
were most often used (27,90). During summer months,
the newspaper (17%) and letters to parents (17%) were
relied on for dissemination of information. (See Chart
40.)

7. The effectiveness Of the Local Parent and Com-
munity Planning Committees seemed to be good (53%
during the regular term and 50% during the summenv
term). The area project directors indicated these 4



CHART 36
Teacher and Teacher Aide In-service for Title I Projects

Statewide totals (including Portland)
YES 174
NO 74
No Response 3

(

Regular'School Year

Statewide totals (including Portland)
YES 31 .

NO 15
No' Response 0

Summer School

69% Yes

Common Modes of Instruction
1. On-the-job Training
2. Workshops
3. College Credit coursework
4. Information Exchange meetings

Regular
In-service 1975 1974 1973 1972
Yes 69% 71% 67.1 63%

No 31% 29% 32.9 37%

All Portland Projects report
in-service for Title I personnel.

5 6
-41-

Summer

1975
67.4% Yes
33.6% No

Summer,.

In-service 1974 1973 1972

,Yes 56.25% 55.2% 62.22%
No . 43.75% 44.8% Si.7 8 %

One of the three Portland summer
programs reports no in-service
training program (33.3%)

A



CHART 37
Community Involvement

Composition of Local Parent Councils

Statewide totals (including Portland) Statewide totals (including Portland)
Pafents 2,431 Parents 764
Teachers 521 Teachers 130
Administrators 417w Administrators 87
Other ; 188 Other 34

Regular School Year Summer

12.3% Other

Parents
' 67.2%

Weighted Estimate:
3,076 members in local
parent councils

Weighted Estimate:
1,294 members in local Parent Councils

Not including Portland

Not including Portland

Regular School Year
1975 1974 1973 1972

Parents 67.2% 62.45% 70.3% 61.14%
Teachers 15.4% 16.92% 14.2% 15.88%
Admin 12.3% 12.59% 10.2% 12.73%
Other 4.9% 8.02% 5.3% 10.25%

Summer 1975 1974 1973 1972

Parents 70.9%
Teachers 16.0%
Admin 9.6%
Others 3.4%

.4'N's are Weighted Estimates

-42-
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CHART 37-A
Community Involvement

Composition of Local Parent Councils

1E)ORTCAND

Regular Summer

Other Other
3.3%

Teachers
7%

Teachers
9.9%

Parents
75.5%

Parents
82.8%

481 members in local parent councils
for regular program

368 members in local parent councils
for summer program

58

-43-



CHART 38
Percent of LEAs That Rave Changed or Altered the
Regular Instructional Program as a Result of Title t

Statewide totals (including Portland)
Changed 103
No Change 133
No Response 14

Regular School Year

Changed
Programs

40.5%
No Change

54.0% -

Statewide totals (including Portland)
Changed 15
No Change 23
No Response 8

Changed
Programs
32.6%

No Response

Summer

16.2%

No Change
.51.2%

Types of program changes:

1. More emphasis on diagnosing of problem
areas

2. More individualized instruction
3. Specialized training for teachers in

methods of instruction
4. EmploYmenf of Reading Specialists

Longitudinal Data

Regular School Year Summer School Year
1975 1974 1973 1972 1975, 1974 1973 1972

Changed programs 40.56 , 51% 60.4% 48.52% 32.6% 45.71% 60.9% 20.60%

No change 54.0% 49% 30.8% 29.41% 51.2% 54.28% 33.3% 17.5?%

No Response 5.4% -- 8.8% 22.07% 16.2% -- 5.8% 61.88%

in the Portland regular school year
program three of the four programs
reported changes as a result of ,

Title- One program-made no-
response.

59'
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In the Portland summer school year
program two of the three programs
reported chenges as a result of
TWO. One_program made no
response.



CHART 39
Percent of School Districts

That Have Absorbed Title I Program Costs into Local Budget,
Freeing Federal Funds for New Title I Projects

Statewide totals (including Portland) Statewide Totals (including Portland)
Absorbed 26 Absorbed 4
Not Absorbed 206 Not Absortied 31
No Response 18 No Response

Regular School Year
D1'

Summer

r-

; Long4udi a1Ciimparisons

Regular School Year.
1975 1974 , 1973k 1972 -,

Yes 10.8% 18733%10.8% 7.35%
No 82.4% 81.66% 771.9W64.70%

yo Response 6.7% 11.3% 27.95%,
$.; y.

In the Portland regular sehdol.year--
program three of the four programs
reported absorbtion orritles,1 . 51,:f

program costs intd local budgets.
One program made no reSporise.

SummerScho I Year "';
'4975 - 1974 ° 1 73 1972 '

,

9:3% 6.25% 1/4:48.4% 109%
698% 9a75% .9%' 28.86%
20.9% - .7% 68.05%

'theVortlpisl st.,mcger.schb year
one of the three pragranis repdd
absotbtion-of Titlq I program cbsts,

Idcal budgeft.tWo'prbgraiiis made
03,

no response.

°
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ieHART 40
Media and Techniques Us for Dissemination of Project Information

Regular Summer

Conference
Visitation
27%

Conference
Visitation
10%

Bulletin
Newsletter
14%

*Other
53% Bulletins

Newsletters
15%

'*Other
74%

-.4 :Radio/Television 5% *Radio/Television 3%

Newspai 15% Newspaper 17%

Letters.4 parents 15% Letters to Parents 17%

,Miscellaneous 18% Miscellaneous 37%
e,

6 1
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CHART 41
Effectiveness of Local Parent and Community Planning

Committees as Viewed by Project Directors

Regular Summer

,

f6.

*Effective in some areas:
Planning and Evaluation
Needs Assessment
Communication
Involving parents

6 2
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*Effective in some areas:
Planning and Evaluation
Needs Assessment
Communication
I nvolving parents



Regular

*Other
6%

Equipment for
Instruction
13%

Fixed
Charges
20%

CHART 42
Percent of LEA Expenditures to Districts

(Portland Included)
In Additicm F

Salaries
29%

Teaching
Materia Is
26%

LEA Expenditures $845,140

*Clerical assistance, telephone, postage

committees were most effective in planning and evalua-
tion, needs assessment, communication, and involving
parents. (See Chart 41.)

8. The LEA's expenditures to districts, in addition
to the Title I funds, tends to be in the areas of salaries

Summer

*Other
8%

Equipment for
Instruction
21%

Fixed
Charges
13%

Salaries
33%

Teaching
Materials
25%

LEA Expenditures $86,063

*Snacks, Mileage

(29% for regular term, and 33% in the summer term)
and teaching materials (26% in the regular term and
25% in the summer term). The other two areas, fixed
charges and equipment for instruction, receive support
from the LEA in addition to the Title I funds &so. (See
Chart 42.),

410
-48-
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CHART 43

G. NONPUBLIC INVOLVEMENT..
IN TITLE I FY 1975

NONPUBLIC STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I FY 1975

Grade Level K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TTL

LEARegular 43 137 87 90 113 110 23 17 20 13 6 - 659

LEASummer - 16 20 12 4 4 8 - 2 - 2 68

PortlandRegular - 22 28 30 32 34 42 29 27 - - - 244

PortlandSummer 4 25 24 24 22 21 16 19 16 - - - - 171

TOTALS 4 106 209 153 148 172 176 71 62 20 13 8 - 1,142

TITLE I STUDENTS BY MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS

Number of Students

LEARegular 536 80 - 4 13 -

LEASummer 64 10 22 - -
\

22

PortlandRegular 239 175 104 - -

0PortlandSummer 171 160 133 144 - -

TOTALS 1,010 425 259 144 - 13 22

EXPENDITURES IN MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS

I nstructi on al Areas

LEARegular 108;634 7,802 - - - Not
Costed

Out

116,436

LEASummer 6,218 300 1,38p - ^408 8,306

PortlandRegular 22,922 9,395 5,828 - 38,145

Portland-Summer

.(

4,025 1,672 1,55% 1,074 -. - - 8 329, .

TOTALS 141,799 19,169 8,766 1,074 - 408 171,216

6 4



CHART 44

NONPUBLIC INVOLVEMEN-F ,

IN TITLE I FY 1975

STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN SUPPORT SERVICES

LEASummer
/

12

I
28 6

(
16 .16

,

2 4 44 12

PortlandRegular - - - - - 30 - - - .

TOTALS 12 28 6 16 16 32 4 44 - 12

4,

.9

EXPENDITURES IN SUPPORT SERVICES

LEASummer 54
/

90
1

172
1

58
/

144
f

46 276 288 144 1,272

PortlandRegular - - - - 3,082 - - - - 3,082

TOTALS 54 90 172 58 144 3,128 276 288 - 144 4,354

6 5
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

District Participation in Title I, ESEA

Districts not using Title I Funds

Result:

1. Sixty-one school districts did not use FY, 1275.
Title I money. This is eight more districts than
the 53 districts that did not participate in FY
1111/4 'and 23 more than the 38 nonparticipating
districts in FY 1973. The percent of nonpartici-
pating districts has risen from 11% to 18% over a
three-year period. ,

2. Forty of the nonparticipating districts had alloca-
tions of $4999 or less. Twenty-one of the
distriqs had larger allocations, rending from
$500 t6 over $30,000.

3. Fifty-eight of the 61 districts enrolled less than
499 children in the whool system. °

Conclusions:

There appear to be two main reasons for nonpartki-
pation by school districts.
1. Small allocations which make it difficult to

develop a program.
2. Small school districts where frequently there are

few personnel who cOuld devote time to writing
the Title I application, evaluation, etc. -

Selection of Student Participants

Resuits:

Children grade level and above, as measured by
achievement tests, are perhaps being served in Title I
projects..sr.

Conclusion:

Project personnel must design instructional pro-
grams thaot remedy the assessed needs of the
educationally disadvantaged students in the dis-
trict's target schools. Title I guidelines call for:
assessment of student needs; programs and perform-
ance objectives designed to meet these needs; and an
evaluation that determines whether or not these
needs are met. Guidelines also specify that educa-
tionally disadvantaged students be placed on a
priority list with thOse;served first being those who
have the greatest need.

Answering the following questions may help project
personnel.to improve program planning:

1. Is the needs assessment accurate and up to date?

-51-

2. Are performance objectives keyed to the need7
Or to the vehicle to reach the need? Oho both?

3. Do projects serve students with the most s'evere
educational needs as a top priority?

Though the data is inconclusive and cannot be
treated as conclusive, it does provide indication.that
districts must look at their student selection tO
insure they meet Title I guidelines and are in
compliance with Oregon law.

Title I guidelines identify educationally disadvan-
taged children as "one to two years below grade
level." Oregon Administrative Rules indicate, "Tests
of intelligence, ability, achievement or aptitude shall
not be used as the-sole criterion for placement of
students in educational groups or tracks."

Each--district should develop student selection cri-
teria in accordauce with Title I guidelines and
OregOn Administrative Rules.

District Performance Objectives

Result:

An analysis of district performance objectives indi-
cates that students are usually expected to demon-

- strate achievement on a test rather than through the
performance of specific skills or behaviors in actual
situations.

Conclusion:

Written tests are used because federal Title I

legislation requires standardized test scores to mea-
sure achievement. Districts should consider supple-
mentin9 these tests'with 'performance indicators of
task and/or skill competency. These performance
indicators may show student progress more effec-
tively and provide more specific information for
program planning and design. While performance
objectives must continue to be written ineasur-
able terms,achievement tests alone may 6ot mea-
sure student growth accurately, since the disadvan-.
taged student population do not usually perform
well on standardized tests.

Result:

Analysis of clkifict performance objectiver-also
shows that the majority of Title I students airhieved
theobjectives at a 100% successlevel in both regular
and summer terms.

Conclusion:

Student success in achieving district performance
objectives could be measured more accurately if a
better selection of instruments were available, and if

6 6



assessed needs, student selection and performance
-Objectives were consisléhi With each dthef."

Needs Assessment and Project Focul

Result:

Some districts mistakenly submit needs as their

performance objectives; further, these *assessed

needs often focus on district rather than student
needs. The following LEA pripject statements may
reflect school rather than student rieeds:

1. Need for cooperation and understanding by
teachers and parents of educationally disadvan-
taged students.

2. Need for success in first and second grade
classroom performance in basic skill areas.

3. Need for individualized instruction to improve

classroom,productivity.
4. Need for early diagnosis and remediation of basic

skill deficiencies.

Conclusion:

State Title I guidelines specify student educational

need as the primary concern of Title I projects.
Although school needs are integral to the delivery of
services to ;rudents, direct help to students in their

area of need is the special emphasis of Title I.

Instruction

Result:

The trend seems to, be toward a concentration of

effort on reading instruction.

Conclusion:

Reading achievement is assessed as a primary ed
tional need in iike nation and may certainly be :he
primary need in Oregon. However, some Grego',

districts have begun to find that needs assessments
reveal math skills as a primary needs and are

developing math projects to meet this need. Thrs

reinforces the Title I guideline which, calls for
regular Student needs assessments to provide infor-
mation for project design and instructional program_
planning.

Cognitive and Affective Gain

Results:

The subsamples with student achievement data are

too small to use for generalizations or predictions.

There are some indications, however, that, the areas

of cognitive and affective gain should be noted for

further investigation.

,

The Imall subsamples indicate that Title I students
make cognitive gains of 1 to 1.3 months in grade
level achievement for each month of instruction (as

measured by standardized tests).

Affective gains are difficult to measure. Anecdotal
and observation data indicate positive growth in
affective areas. However, student attendance records

and testing instruments do not report student gains

in affective areaseither in self-concept or in atti-

tude toward school.

Conclusion:

Success in school is an assessed need in most Title I

projects because it is directly related to cognitive
and affective gains. Continued attention must be
given to designing projects which not only reme-

diate skills but provide learning environments which
4

stimulate positive feelings and attitudes.

Result:

An estimated 15% of the testing score% used to

measure FY .1975 projects used a pretest which in

no way corresponded to the'post-test.

Conclusion:

Gain-scores are extremely difficult to statistically
analyze. Gain scores measured from twO entirely
different tests are not usually valid. Districts need to

be more attentive to selection of pre: and
post-testing.

Result:

In a few inst'aAces children performed according to
their estimated ability potentials.

Conclusion:

Ability potentials are estimated by teachers, us'ing

observation, report cards and achievement data. The

results may have indicated that the "Law of
Expectation" was.. not in operation during the FY

1975 year.

Parent Participation

Result:

The total participation of parents on Parent Coun-

cils in ,FY 1975 was 67% in the regular term and
70% in the summer term, compared to 62% and

645irin FY 1974.
.,
4.

Note:
O.

State Title I guidelines mandate a high percentage of

6 '7
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parent membership, specifying that "more than ar
simple majority" of Title I Parent Councils be
parents. Guidelines also specify that Parent Council
members be involved in all levels of needs assess-
ment, project planning, visitation, and evaluatiOn.

State Education& Objectives

Result:

Title I projects, in servingjassessed needs of stu-
dents, also attend to instructional priorities of the
State Board of Educapon and the Oucational
objectives of the Division of Compensatory
Education.

Concldsion:

1. Many State Board of Education priorities and
Compensatory Education objectives are relevant,
to the assessed needs Of school districts.

2. Title I projects are part of a well-conceived
eduational system that attempts to make equal
educational opportunity available to all students.

Neglected and Delinquent Children

Result:

Fourteen percent or approximately 679, 0 Oregon
children are under the care of Children Services
Division (CSD). The majority of these children are
educated in the public schools.

ob

Conclusions:

Oregon school staff need to become alert to the fact
that more than 10% of their students.are also being
served by CSD. Many of these children with life
problems.may also have learning problems.

6 8
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The following Attorney General opinions are
relevant:

Is a schdol district required to admit into its schools
children who have been placed in a child-carin0
agency certified bY the Children's Services Division
under ORS 418.240 and located within the district,
but who were placed in such agency from outside
the district?

Yes.

If such-a child is unable to attend xhool, at least
witfiout danger to himself or others, must he be
otherwise provided with instruction by the xhool
district under ORS 339.030017

Yes, if the district schoOl \imarditas determined
4 .

under the statute thate child meets the criteria for
such instruction.

Is it the district where the child-caring agency is
located or the district of the child's prior residence
which may -place a qualifying child in a special
educational program under ORS 343.66q, 343.221
or 343.509?

The district where the child-caring agency is located.

If the district where the agency is located places a
child in a special education program referred to in
the third question is it, rather than the distric-: of
the child's prior residence, entitled to such reini-

-bursement as the state may provide for such
programs?

Yes. (Attorney -General Opinion 7175)

Legal opinions held redirect emphasis to solve
problems, however; human compassion and -under-:
standing are prime prerequisites to the solution.



APPENDIX I

CHART 45

EXPENDITURES BY GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION

EAST

Baker

Approved
(-Expenditures

APproved
Expenditures
for COOPS

Approved
Expenditures
for N&D's

Approved
Expenditures
Year-Round

TOTAL AMOUNT
Approved for
Expenditure

,

$ ' 119,584
-

$ $ $ $ 119,584
Crook------- 60,917 60,917
Deschutes 145,016 2,2Q0 147,216
Gilliam ,, 9,697 - 9,697
Grant 15,202

ej
15,202
32,6451Harney . 16,110 16,535

Hood River 11 45,805 45,805
Jefferson 69,492 69,492
Klan lath 266,343 266,343
Lake 30,555 22,469 53,024
Lincoln 161,061 161,061'
Malheur 233,500

--.
IL 233,500

Plorrow 27,641 27,541
Sherman 20,525 20,525
Umatilla 148,313 2,660 150,973
Union: I 40,291 3,237 43,528
Wallowa 11,432 10,080 . 21,512
Wasco

r

.
79,997 79,997

Wheeler 7,271 7,271

.

WEST

Benton

1,488,127

157,194

69,609

12,435 .

. 8,097

2,271

__.
1,565,833

171,900
Clatsop 129,214 1 129,214
Columbia 130,139 130,139
Coos 333,238 2,490 335,728
Curry 75,843 # 75,843
Douglas 397,812 2,050 399,862
Jackson 580,539 1,379 581,918
Josephine 307,293 - 307,293
Lane 1,070,225 34,395 7,053 . 1,111,633
Linn 400,612. 20,846 3,000 424,458 ,

Marion 934,389 17,474 "4,769 954,632
Rylk t 165,088 165,088
Tillamook 107,115 -/- 107,115
Yamhill 307,090 5,461 312,551

5.095.791 85.150 26.433 5.207.374

Mh I Hu.

..

.

Clackamas 639,539 7,279 46,494 693,312
Multnomah 488,469 4,023 44,169 536,661
Washington 500,737 20,Q64 862 e. 521,653

1_628.745 -.20.054 . 12.164 90_663 1.751.626

PORTLAND' 2307,503 I 7,123 I

TOTALS S10,520,166 .1 5174,813

- 2,314,626

$53,817 $90,663 $10,839,459,
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11%
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1 92%
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20%

2,27%

5,71%

10,70%
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CHART 49

PERCENT OF STUDOTS RECEIVING SUPPORT SERVICES

East

West

Metro

, GEOGRAPHIC COMPARISON
REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR

Portland Excluded
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CHART 50

PERCENT OF' EXPENDITURES FOR SUPPORT SERVICES
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OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION
942 Lancaster Drive NE
Salem. Oregon 97310

Title I, ESEA Evaluation Report

PART A: IDENtIFICATION

Data

APPENDIX II

Compensatory Education
Title I. ESEA

I. Name and Position of Person Completing the Report

2. School District Name. No.. and Address

3. County

4. Project Title

5. State Protect Number

4104.

6. School Term Reported A _Regular Only _Summer Only

(If both summer and regufir, submit separatereportsi

7. Was it a Cooperative Project? Yes No

Number of Districts In Cooperative Project

81.581.2316 Rev. 4-72

PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES

Second Objective

I-A Restate each performance objective as per your application; include criteria for measurement.

---------

I-B No. of
Children

Fully achieved the expectation as stated in the objective. (IOC%)

_ Achieved 75.99N, of the expectation as stated in the objective. (75-99%)

Achieved less.than 75% of the expectation as stated in the objective. (75%1

Total

IC Check. The measurement data is reported in itern(s/
this report.

2 A. 02 B. 1-12C of

1,0 Make a staternent relative to achievement or non achievement of the Stated objective.
I How do you analyze the results,l

PART . MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES

First Objecbv*

1.A Restate each performance objective as per your application; include criteria for measurement.

I.

1.8 No. of
Children

Fully achieved the expectation as stated in objective. ( 100%)

Actliesed 7099% of the expectation gestated in the obiectiye. (7599%)

Acbieved ime than 75% of the expectation as stated in the ObiectiSe. (7510)

Total

1G Check: The measurement data is reported in item(s) E2.A. 020. D2.0 of
this report.

1.D Make a statement relative to achievement or nomachieyernent of the stated obisctive.
(How do you anely se the results?)

4

PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES

Third Objective

I-A Restate each performance objective as per yoUr application; include criteria for measumment.

1 B No. of
Children

Fully achieved the expectation as stated in the objective. (100%/

Achieved 75.99% of the expectation es stated in the Objective. 175-99%)

Achieved less than 75% of Me expectation as stated in the objective: (75%4

Total

I.0 Check: The measurement data is reported in itern(s)
this report

2.A. [12.13. 02C. of

1-0 Make a statement relative to achievement or.non-achievement of the stated objective.
(How do you analyze the results?)



Item 2-A Standardized achievement test scores urd to deterrvine project results.

Form Date

4ne of Pretest

Form Date

List the child
fly Name or
Code Number

Actual
Grade
Level

Indicate Student
Potential

iCircie One)

Pre-
Test
Score

Post-
Test
Score

Difference
in Score

Of -

'

,

-

atik

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L Ai_A

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

L LA

LA

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

HA

H

H

H

H

H
1

111

H

H

H
-

H

H

H

H

11

H'

+I

H

H

,

IIII

f eqatienal forms a.. request from the State Title I office.)

Item 2C Other types of evidence or indicators of project results.,

.

'62
-64-

!tern 2-9 Stenderdised instruments other than achievement tests used for objective evidence
of project results.

Nem* of Pre-test

Name of Post-test

11 (2)

Form Date

Form Date

3) (4)
List the Child
Nome or Code
Number .

Prr
Test
Sconn

Pon-
Test
tear

Difference
in Scores

or -

111 additional forms are needed, please request Irom Ma State Title 1 011ice.)

PART C:

Item I.A

STATISTICAL INFORMATION

Unduplicated number of Children by grade isvels particspating in the project.

(1) 12)
-No. ofP-tiblic
School Childrm

Grade Level Participating

PreK

Kindergarten

Gradel

Grade 2

Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

Grade 6
.;

(2)

Grade Level

No. of Public
School Children
Participating

Grade 7
)

Grade 8

Grade 9

Grade 10

Grade 11

Grade 12

Total

Item la The number.of weeks the protect actually offerated Weeks

;tam 1-C Expenditure for parent involvement $

Item 1 D

Item 1E

No. of parent participants

Expenditure lac in service for Title I staff

No. of Title I Staff provided in-service

ExOnditures fronibudget account line items.'

100 800

600 1200

s 700

.00 NOT INCLUOE LINE ITEMS FROM SERIES 200, 300, 400, 500, 900, end 1000. These
line items are to be distributed appropriately in Item 1G pegs 8 and/or Item ID pegs 10.



Item IF Number and Clarification of /anomie! Employed Title I Funds .

IM
Type

,. P%

-
Number of Panonnel

(I)
Total

(21
PTV*

Teaching-Praidnekrrten... .-:,....,

Teaching-Kindergerton f...
T41V-.1gronifilY

4

TeachSecondery

Tmebine-Hand°W9ed Ch"dren

Tember Aides
.11°

Librarian'

Librarian Aide.,

SoPerviNon

Counsel

Tinting

Social Work :

Attendance .

Nurse

Physician

Dentist

Dental Hygienist

Clorical

Osioar (Specify) .

; '
'

.-
-

TOTALS . . -
'BUS drivev, cook co
"Refer to Guldelines

Pant community ppnt grapniSztrint. etc,
nd Instructions for Title 1,15LTA.

If
PART O SELECTED INFORMATION FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT .

"item 1A ,CoMplre only lor participating students from nonpublic schools.
I. O.

..../.1.(

Grade
Level..____-___

11P-11. ...
Kind. .

kJ.
Participating

No. ol
Stu.dents_

a ..._ . _ .

TIME OTDAY

Week
ends

.

Summer

Regular
School

Day_
Before
School

Alter
School

"-- ''' --_ ...
- .

I
__.-

2J- ,

A

7
8 .9

11

12
Totals

!um' 1.11 Enter ttie camber ol nonpublic scAool ettidents participating in programs located on:

Public sciliol wounds only
Nonpublicwichool grciunds only
Both publit and nonpublic school grounds
Other than public or nonpublic school grounds

\L.... Item 1.C. Were nonpuba personnel involved in program pPnning arid reporting?

rno. espirn

IT-

3

10
ill
...

i 1
4

1 1

.

v ,

,

a

I

9
.

. 4..

.a

v

9 .
g

--I1

vi

.Iz 0

.
0 I

.
.

. ,..
I

.
..

l CITI
. 0

e

i

tiliAU31/I.J1,=18

r

1
111;11ill!

5

&

leitli
1%;ill'

..

.

"Iv
11

.L.-

j

3
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PART E: PROGRAM REM/IRE/ANTI?

Item 1 Community involveMbilt

Item 1A 1Report the numerical composition of the locW parent and community planrdng corn
mitts* and date of CORITOOPe fileetingt by entering the number of persicipents behird
each category:

PROVOS Other (Specify,

Testhen

Ian 14

Adminiitraton _

How effective woo the committee?

Meeting Dates

` IKnt 2 I eseivice

ItelkgA Did your prograni.have teacher. teaches aide ieseryice?

°-
yes NO '

40.414 If yce4 ammo was yes describe M a thort statement

,-. . .

Item
. ,

?-8 Has t he VA Ior4I budget
thereby relsesintl.theriflo I f
yew. ffPurillef.14.

.

I

PART F: LOCAL CON4

Item 1.A If youel.EA Nag** yam,' Tide
to thihottherthe the preferadttth seleolla
d944r. $r 3 .3. ,

.

Item 14 . The expenditursoft!A fru4wes for:

by providing filnds in an ;Hort
the amomteq the nearest

tehadt'thove that MPhil

Other ISpecifY)

Teething Mtherials

Fixed Charges

Equipment for I ristsuction ot

loon 2 ..LEA chin*

Item 2...11 As a 'reed*Of your Tedil.Oeogreen hes Ow LEA changed oe sewed 41 ovular Maroc-
tloeseiyeopeem? L. '

. .

1W

If tfskinsear is yes, pleas explain:

:ium,3r Attactiany material you might haw to furtherlipiain your teacher'teacher aide
insaisrIce.

.
k

Item 3. -.Dissemination .

tem IA A. What methodls/ of diPerniniting informaan sbout the Title I project

-Item III, Attach any examples of information disseminabobyou hem imed.

or ell the Title I program.
event program for the fiscal
is yes, please explain:

-

to'fn.3 FleiSte shylljAwan interest stories or incidents involved in your Title I project which
might' indicate pekriptuat.anil/oibaKaiioral droves resulting from project activities
(Use. bath Mine? pagme.lieeplet)

.

"r<

(84

-66.
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APPENDIX II
A Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education*cond Draft PERS9 EVELI

IC SK

LANGUAGE ARTS Ell/OR
COMMUNICATION SKILLS

LkteningTalking-Perosiving
A. Language systems

1. Varieties & bilingualism
2. Uses
3. Communication sense

B. Motor & conceptual skills
1. Oral language
2. Silent language skills

a. Thinking, logic,
reasoning

b. Intro-personal
communication

Listening
A. Analyze iMrbal corn-

munication
B. Synthesize
C. Evaluate
D. React to verbal corn-

munication
1. Problem solving

2. Deci5ion-making
3. Application

III. Speaking (
A. Developmental speech

, B. Speech therapy
C. Informal discussion
D. Public speaking
E. Debate

IV. Reading .
A. Word attack skills
B. Vocabu lary
C. Comprehension & analysis
D. Speed

V. Composition 8/Or Writing
A. Mechanics of writing

1. Handwriting
2. Spelling
3. Capitalization
4. Punctuation

B. 'FOrms of writing
1. Formal
2. Informal
3. Creative

'Type of
Reading Program

1-Deyelopmental
2-7Dorrective

4-6rfjoyment

1

4),

B. Hunt 6/5/73

85

COMPUTATIONAL & AN/it/TIC SKILLS

I. Classification
A..Grouj3ing by variols characteristics
B. Comparing
C. Ordering
Bisic Operations
A. EstimatiOn and approximation
B. Numbers, numeration, use of numbers

1. "Friendliness" for numbers
2. "Feeling" for numbers (large, small,

etc.) a'
3. System of numeration
4. Patterns

- 5. Common uses of numbers
C. Computation .

1. Efficient use of argcletr)s
2. Use of mechanicil knd/or electronic

aids

Problem Solving

A. Identify, verbalize and analyze problems
B. Gather, organize, present and interpret

data .-
C. Eitimate, predict
D. Choose or devise solution strategies
E. Computation (by hand or tool as

appropriate)
F. Evaluation, validation, checking

IV. Symbolic Representation
A. Numerals
B. Operations
C. Number sentences

*

V. Principles of Mathematics
A. Numerical

1. Elementary number theory
2. Commutative, associate, distributive'

laws, identity, inverse
3. Rules for divisibility
4. Algorithms

Exponentiation, scientific notation
B. Ratio and proportion
C. Algebraic
D. Geometric (relationships-in plane and

sPace)
E. Logical thought processes

vi. Graphs, StatiStics, Probability, PreclL
ye. Measurements (primprily SI metric)

. A. Estiniation
B. Space

1, Linear
2. Area
3. Volume

C. Mass
D. Temperature
E. Timt

ym. Applicaticuis
A. Problems relevant to students
B. Problems relevant to vocational courses

en& career cluster support
IX. Coelnputational and Programmable Deviies

A. Programming operational algorithms
B. Data processing
C. Investigating mathematics throu the

calculator
n D. Use of calculating tools' 1. Abacus?. '

2. Calculator
3. Computer

a

' 4 .

(t.
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 8t/OR

CITIZENSHIP

"

I.
-

ENTiFf
,

. Probler
1. Ides
2, Prol
3. Pm

solv
char

I. Variabl
1. Ides
2. R eii
3. Con

C. Data tr.
I.. Digs
2. Clas
3. Int*

D. Models
1. Pred
2. Simi

1.-

Use

sysie
F. Use of ti

scientifii
_1. Meer
2. Elect

II. Establith
A. Scientifi
B. Theories
C. Principll

III, Interaction
Quality ot I
A. Evaluate

in scienc
its impar

B. Examine
_perspectl
informt

C. Valurfli
methodo
personal,
problem

I

ICITIZENSHIP (GOVERNMENT
AND HUMAN RELATIONS)
I. Comnitinity

/ II. Stat.
Nation .

IV. International `

CITIZEN
ENVIRONFONTAL
I. interdeptMdence of

LifeAystems
Alternative Solutions
to Environmental
Problems

III. Human Environments
IV. Natural EnvironMents

CITIZEN ON THE STREETS
AND HIGHWAYS
I. Rights
II. Responsibilities
HI. Skills

CONSIIER OF GOODS
AND S VtCES
I. Employment and I nco
II. Money Management
III. Credit
IV. Purchase of Goods and

Services
V. Rights and Responsibil

in the Marketplace



I.
PERSONAL EVE LOPMENT Pd/OR

IC SKILLS.'

ENTIFIC & TECHNOLOGICAL
PROCESSES

mploying Process in Scientific Inquiry
. Problem solving

1. Identifying
2. Problem solving,strategies
3. Prescriptive representations for

sitving problems. schematics, flow
charts, computer programs

. Variables
1. Identification -

2. Relationships, graphs, tables. etc.
3. Control

C. Data treatment
1. Organize
2. Classify
3. Interpret. etc.

D. Models used for:
1. Prediction
2. Simulation

, .

E. Use of feedback'systems in
t. Controlling real and iimulatee

systems
Use otikools of technology &/or
Scientific Instrumentation
1. Mechanical
2. Elettronic

Establish a Knowledge Base

A. Scientific assumetioni
B. Theories
C. Principles. laws & facts

III. Interaction of Science, Technology &
Quality of Life
A. EvalUate present & proposed activity

in science & technology in terms of
its impact on the-quality of life

B. Examine scientific assumptions in the
perspective of historical & current
information

C. Valio scientific knowledge and
methodology as one means of solving
personal consumer and social
problems

CONSUMER OF GOODS
ANIII SERVICES
I. Employment and Income
II. Money Management
III. Credit
IV. Purchase of Goods and

Services
V. Rights and Responsibilities

in the Market iplace

I. Mental Health

HEALTHY MIND &.BODY

II. Plyeical Health & SWIG

A. Individual A. Individual
1. Self-actualization 1. Self-actualization

a. Self-concept a. Growth & deveVment
b. Value system b. Pe,ional care
c. Decision-making c. Fitness
d. Problem solving 1. Nutrition
e. Coping techniques 2. Biological

2. Intrapersonal skills 3. Neuromusclar
a. Communication d. Skills
b. Behaviors 2. Body Skills

B. Community a. Movement
1. Interpersonal Skills b. Psychomotor

a. Communication c. Control
b. Behaviors 3. Games & sports

2. Pluralistic Society a. Individual

. a. Culture b. Dual
b. Values c. Team

d. Recreational

14.1k----1"---114AREERAWARENESS

I. Avfriren4 of Self
II. Appti.eletion of Work
III. Ariateness of Occupations
IV.. Reseect for Occupational

Choices

e. Lifetime
B. Community

1. Disease
a. Communicable
b. Noncommunicable
c. Congenital
Problems of abuse
a. Drugs
b. Alcohol
c. Food
d. Other

VI. "SelfActualization
A. Awareness
B. Valuing

VII. Aesthetics
A. Awareness
B. Exploration
C. Experiences
D. Skills
E. Attitudes
F. Values

CAREER EDUCATION

LIFELONG LEARNER

I. Human Nature
A. Commonalities
B. Differences
C. Dignity and worth

II. Inter- & Intra-Personal Skills
A. Communication
B. Behaviors

III. Learning to Learn
A. Alternative learning techniques
B. Fact finding

IV. Problem Solving Skills

A. Recognize, verbalize and
analyze problems

B. Gather, organize, present and
interpret data

C. Diagram, construct m odels,
relate to previously solved
analogous problems

D. Estimate, predict, recognize .

reasonable limits .

E. Choose or devise solution
strategies
Evaluation, validation,
interpretation of solution

The Helping Relationship
A. Helping
B. Leadership
C. Followership

CAREER EXPLORATION

I. Career Orientation
II. 'Work Interest "hands on

experience"
Occupational Classifications &
Clusters

IV. Elements of Occupational
Decision Making

V. Tentative Career Choices

5:7

OCCUPATIONAL
PRE* ATION -

I. s Development;
II, ExperienCer& Career

Gaels
III; Occupational Classifications

Ar'Clusters
IV. Attitudes and Job Success
V. Work fxperience

IOCCUPATIONAL
SPECIALIZATION
I. Specif icOocupatio nal

.Knowlairpe
II. Employer-Employee

Relationships
III. Retraining &/or New

Directions

1110 . /
%

Chart aidapted from the New Minimum $tate Requirements for
school graduation adopted by the Oregon Board of ligation

i
September 22, 1972.
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APPENDIX III
A Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education Second Draft
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\

PENDI X yV

StStewide Expenditures

EDUCATIO L SADVANTAGED STUDENTS SERVED AND
., OSTS PEli STUDENT

Reguiar Term Summer Term

Public schootenrollment'.

Nonpublic school enrollment

31,556

908

7,369--

284

'TOTAL ENROLLMENT in Title I Projects 32,459 - 7,644

"con! Costs $10,458,945 $1,159,150

Cost per Student $322.22 $151.64

Asz

1411F.,-

0

88
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!

RECONC1L1 ATION-OF "EXPENDiTUR ES

Expenditures Projected.froniSample Compared to Federal Funds
Approved for Project Expenditure!,

A.

Expenditures Reported by LEAs on the
Evaluation Instrument

Regular term'

Summet term

TOTA L

,458,945

1,159,15g

_ $11.618,095 TOTAL $10,839,459

B.

Federal Funds Approved for Project
Expenditure

t
*Expenditures for projects in neglected and delinquent institutions are not included.

The discrepancy between Columns A and B reflects;

1. Column A figures were the stratified candom sample used in cotiling the

data ior this report..

2. Column B figures do hot reflect internalcarry-oVer of unexpended funds.

3. Column B figures.are funds apprO ts.i itursome of theselrunds were not spent.
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COMPILATION OF STATEWIDE TITLE
BUDGET EXPENDITURES

as Reported by LEAse
FY 1975

Expenditure Accounts

100 Indirect Costs

200 I nstruct ion

300 Attendance Services

400 , Health Services

500 Pupil Transportation

600 Opere ion of Plant

700 MaintenACe of Plant

800 F ixecl'COrges

900 Food Services

Studett Body
Activities

1100 Community Services

1200 EquipMent
a.

r.;

Regular School Year

Dollars

Summer Programs

Dollars

$ v169,015 1.61 $ 37,194 3.20

8,576,748 82.00

cly 44,930

124,919

40,646

6,121

1,062

7'1 ,150,2?4
,

8,732

TOTAL EXOENDITURES
REPORTED"

192,634

143,911 1.31

$10,45k 99.94

.42

1.19

.38

.05

.01

1.84

*iv

862,980

942 .08

18,634 1.60
6N..;

4.97

13,1.50 1:13 :

8,058 449_

114,422 9.87

9,235 tt

57,626

.

19,743

17,166 1.48

$1,159,150 99.95

qv)

*Statewide totals were projected from the stratified, 'randbmierriple used in compiling the data:for
this report. The expenditures are thoareported in the exialiktioil-irisiruMent aricrcio ndt reflect
audited figures. They are only indicaffe of allpof major eXpe"nditures relative tri-the depir o
LEAs to conduct special, programs for the edbcatjonally disadvantaged child.
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Selected bate Pertaining to Title 1, ESEA, by County, FY 1975

,..

Total No.
bf LEAs

Total No.
of LEAs
"Eligible.
for Title l

Total No.
of LEAs
Participa-

ting '

Maximum Grant
(includes FY 74

carry-overl

Approved for
Project

Expenditures

No.
Cooperative

LEAs in

Projects2

Total No.
of

Projects3

Baker 4 4' 3 149,257 119 584 3

Benton 12 12 8 288,105 171,900 3-1 7
1,
)

Clackamas, 30 30 25 1,036,796 693,312 26.

-Clatsop 6 . 6 169,154 129,214 7

Columbia ,. 5 5 5 236,363 . 130,139

Coos 6 6 5 456,211 335,728 . 6

Crook . 1 1 1 70,666 60,917
_

Curry .8 '8 6

.....j

130;178' : .75,843 - 6

Deschutes 4 3 3 186,853°---,. 147,216 4

Douglas 16 15 11 '--- 775,394`,.W'f'' 399,862 12

Gilliam 3 3 2 11,892. 9,697.
4't

'2
Grant 6 6 3 69,957. 15,202

Harney 16 16 16 37,480 32,645 14-1' 3'
Hood River 1 1 1 99,376 45,805 1.

_

Jackson 10 10- .. 774,055 581,918 . 12

Jefferson 4 2 '-'''Z'A.4 132,737 69,492 2

Josephine- 2 2 2 .....:.: .356,130 307,293 , 2

Klamath 3 3 3 341,588 266,343

Lake 7 7 60,427 53,024 5-1 3

Lane 16 16 .16 1,514,743 .1,111,633 3-1 15

Lincoin - 6 -1 1 1 224,615 161,061 1

Linn 36 35 20 644,863 424,458 2-1 21

Malheur ,15 12 9 357,129 233,500 12;

j\Arion 35 35 34 1,329;321 954,632 . 6-2 30

MorrovV 1 1 1, . 33,148 27,541 '. . IA
Multnomah 14 14 11. 3,671,678 2,851,287 19 1
Polk "ip 5 5

4 4 198,921 165,088 4

Sherman 6 6 6 32,095 20;525 6-1

llamook 6 6 149,634 107,115

'Umatilla 15 15 11 447,102 150,973 13

Onion 6 . 6 6 96,330 43,528. 8

Wallowa 5 4 4 61,269 21,512 2-1 3

Wasco 9 9, 172,108 79,997 6

Washington 13 13 695,334, 521,653 4-1 12

Wheeler 3 3

.)13
. 2 . 13,11.0 . 7,271. ... ' 2

Yarn,k11 9 9 9 400,827 312,551 10

.. .

4,1-0IALS
-k,-

339 330 278 *15,424,849 10,839,459 45-10 272

*Does not include Part C carry-over funds.

InCludes funds and nu mber.of Projects in insthutions for neglected and delinquent children.

2The first tigure is the number of LEAs and theiecond figure is the number of cooperative districts.

3272 projects were approved for funding in FY 1975. Some of these projects ran in both the rtgular

and summer terms, and are therefore counted twice because objectives ib regular and' summer term

projvcts are often very different. A total of 349 projects have been 'evaluated: 223 regular term
projects, 83 sumMer term projects, 11 cooperative projects, 28 projects in iristitutions or neglected
and delinquent and 4 projects in yeari-ound schools.
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APPENDIX V CATEGORIES OF INSTRUCTIONAL EMPHASIS

IN OREGON TITLE I PROJECTS, FY 1975

1 .School

District

Name Si No.

Grade Levels Personal Development Social

Responsibility

Crier Ed. Methods

BAKER

Baker 5J * *

SRuorlerirnnuer

Yjar.Round

I

* * RS

Baker County 30

Pinaagle 61

*#

* *

BENTON

*Alpine 26

Alsea 7J

Als

Bellfountain 23

Corvallis 509J * *
Hawthorne Manor

*Irish Bend 24

* *
*

* *
R'

Monroe 25 * * *
*Monroe UH 1J Coop.

Philomath 17J * * * * * * .*
v-

RS

RS

t:

CLACKAMAS

Boring 44 * * *
Butte Creek 67J

Canby 86

Canby'UH 1 k, * * * *

Clarkes 32 * *
Members of cooperative projects within a county are marked with an asterisk.

. .

* Y.R
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'1 II

School

District

Name& No,

Neah.Kah.Nie 56

Nestucca UH 3

Tillamook 9

UMATILLA

Athéna 29

'Ferndale 0

He li 1

Umati la County Boys

Hermiston 8

Milton.Freewater 31 No. 1

Milton.Freewater 31 No. 2

'MiltOn-Freewater,UH 3

Stanfield 61'

Ukiah 80

Umapine

Umatilla 6

Weston 19

UNION

Cove 15,
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Members of cooperative projects within a county are marked with an asterisk.
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